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Although day laborers are highly visible, as they seek employment, in public street 
corners or storefronts, their life struggles, including their mental health and social 
service needs, remain largely unknown to local officials or service providers. This is 
one of the first studies to directly examine the risk and protective factors impacting 
Latino Day Laborers’ (LDLs) well-being and substance use and abuse. The study 
utilized a mixed methods (qualitative and quantitative) design. Specifically, this study 
used risk and protective variables identified by LDLs in the initial qualitative phase of 
the study to quantitatively examine the impact on these factors on LDLs’ well-being 
and substance use and abuse. Based on a sample of 147 LDLs, the quantitative results  
indicate that risk factors for well-being include psychological distress, social 
isolation, and older age; while factors protective of well-being include higher levels 
of religiosity and sending remittances to family members. In addition, psychological 
distress was found to be a risk factor for substance abuse. A member checking focus 
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group was conducted to contextualize and validate the quantitative findings with the 
lived experiences of LDLs. Implications for practice and policy are discussed.  
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CHAPTER ONE: PROBLEM STATEMENT 
Study Background and Significance  
Despite their visibility in many communities, day laborers’ life struggles, 
including their mental health and social service needs, remain largely unknown to 
local officials or service providers (Turnovsky, 2004). Day labor work is a 
growing national phenomenon that consists predominately of Latino men who 
stand on busy street corners and storefronts soliciting work. Latino day laborers’ 
public visibility coupled with lack of knowledge about this population often leads 
to community members’ and law enforcements’ misconceptions of these workers 
as troublemakers, criminals, and loiterers (Quesada, 1999; Turnovsky, 2006).  
A growing body of research indicates that rural Latino farmworkers 
experience social isolation and poverty impacting their well-being and creating 
increased risks for depression, anxiety, and substance abuse (Denner, Organista, 
Dupree, & Thrush, 2005; J.D. Hovey & Magana, 2000; J. D. Hovey & Magana, 
2002). Studies also indicate that various protective factors such as social 
networks, religion, and family contact may facilitate well-being (J.D. Hovey & 
Magana, 2000; J. D. Hovey & Magana, 2002). However, relatively little is known 
about the well-being of urban-based Latino day laborers and the risk and 
protective factors that may influence their mental health and substance abuse.  
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The sparse literature on Latino day laborers indicates that urban Latino 
day laborers experience psychosocial problems similar to rural Latino 
farmworkers (Organista, 2007).  However, day laborers’ problems may be 
compounded by the dangerous and unique conditions associated with their work 
as well as the broader urban environment in which they work and live. The 
difficult conditions Latino day laborers experience may significantly impact their 
psychological well-being and substance use. Using quantitative and qualitative 
methods, this study addresses a gap in research by conducting a preliminary 
examination of the risk factors that promote and the protective factors that 
mitigate well-being and substance use problems among Latino day laborers 
(LDLs). This chapter aims to substantiate the need for this study by first, 
reviewing research that presents the challenging work and life conditions of LDLs 
as well as the potential resiliencies of this population. Secondly, this chapter 
summarizes research that elucidates factors associated with well-being and 
substance use among LDLs. Finally, this chapter identifies gaps in the literature 
and outlines the specific aims as well as the importance and implications of this 
study.    
THE CHALLENGING WORK AND LIFE CONDITIONS OF LATINO DAY 
LABORERS 
Latino Day Laborers (LDLs) are a marginalized population due to the 
unregulated nature of day labor work. LDLs find employment in the informal 
 3 
economy in jobs that are often too dirty, too dangerous, and too poorly paid for 
local workers (Walter, Bourgois, Loinaz, & Schillinger, 2002). The difficult 
circumstances present in day labor work include significant worker rights’ abuses, 
routine denial of payment for work rendered, exposure to dangerous and difficult 
work conditions, employer abuse, and inconsistent employment opportunities 
(Quesada, 1999). Furthermore, LDLs have limited access to medical care even 
though they are at higher risk for work injury and on-the-job deaths compared to 
those who engage in work that is subjected to greater regulation (Walter et al., 
2002). Undocumented status compounds the challenging circumstances of LDLs’ 
daily life as they often experience being “treated as a reserve of flexible labor, 
outside the protection of labor safety, health, and minimum wage and other 
standards, and are easily deportable”(Taran, 2000, p.7).  
A growing but still scant body of literature indicates that LDL’s work and 
life conditions place them at-risk for social isolation, sadness, substance use, and 
poverty (Turnovsky, 2004; Walter et al., 2004). Previous studies of Latinos have 
linked poverty-related stressful events, discrimination, and acculturative stress to 
psychological distress (Moradi & Risco, 2006). However, an analysis of the 
contributions of the work and life risk-factors experienced by LDLs to their 
feelings of well-being and substance use is lacking.  
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LATINO DAY LABORERS AND RESILIENCY 
Despite LDLs’ significant work and life challenges, there are many 
indications that they are a resilient group and productive members of their 
community. One potential source of strength and community building for LDLs 
are day labor corners. LDLs often speak of the day labor site as a space that offers 
camaraderie and community membership (Turnovsky, 2004). While research 
conducted with Latino rural farmworkers indicates that social support, religiosity, 
and perceived control of choice to immigrate to the U.S. to work as a farmworker 
are protective factors that may protect workers’ well-being and prevent substance 
use  (J.D. Hovey & Magana, 2000; Magana & Hovey, 2003), it is not known if 
this holds true for LDLs as well. Currently, there is a gap in the research 
examining the protective factors that may buffer the difficult life and work 
conditions of LDLs and facilitate well-being among this population.  
LATINO DAY LABORERS AT-RISK FOR LACK OF WELL-BEING 
The limited research that has been conducted on LDLs’ psychological 
well-being indicates that their difficult living and work conditions may negatively 
affect their well-being. Ethnographic studies indicate that suffering, sadness, and 
hopelessness are salient factors in LDLs’ lives (Quesada, 1999; Turnovsky, 2006; 
Walter et al., 2002). Furthermore, studies on Latino migrant farmworkers, a 
demographically similar population to LDLs, have found high levels of 
depression and anxiety among this population (Grzywacz et al., 2006; J.D. Hovey 
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& Magana, 2000; J. D. Hovey & Magana, 2002; Magana & Hovey, 2003). It may 
be inferred that LDLs are similarly at-risk for significant distress but their well-
being may be rooted in different etiologies due to the urban based poverty 
circumstances in which most LDLs live, in contrast to the rural farming areas 
where migrant farmworkers live and work.  
LATINO DAY LABORERS AT-RISK FOR SUBSTANCE USE 
Very few studies have examined alcohol use and abuse among LDLs. 
Those that have assessed alcohol use have analyzed it as a cofactor of HIV-risk, 
mental health, or general health status (Organista, 2007). These previous research 
studies indicate significant rates of binge drinking among LDLs (Organista et al., 
2006; Organista & Kubo, 2005). Research on Latino farmworkers similarly 
indicates high prevalence of binge drinking due to the stressors and hardship 
associated with farmwork (Alderete, Vega, Kolody, & Aguilar-Gaxiola, 1999). 
The adverse effects of binge drinking include a rise in accidents, fights, trouble 
with law enforcement, and HIV-related risky behavior. Although there is a 
growing body of research that indicates the prevalence of binge drinking within 
this population, little is known about the factors associated with problem drinking 
among LDLs (Organista, 2007). 
GAPS IN THE LITERATURE  
The growing number of LDLs coupled with their significant 
marginalization underscores the need to develop increased understanding of this 
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population to inform both social service interventions and policy. Available 
quantitative research has mainly focused on analyzing day labor corners as 
informal markets or on LDLs’ HIV-risk taking behavior (Organista & Kubo, 
2005), while few qualitative studies have examined the day labor market and the 
day to day lives of workers (Quesada, 1999; Turnovsky, 2004, 2006). Important 
questions that inform our understanding of the well-being of LDLs then remain to 
be answered. For example, it is largely unknown how LDLs define well-being and 
if their psychological well-being is compromised by the often challenging 
circumstances of their work and lives. The goal of this study is to begin to fill the 
gap in the literature on day laborers by informing prevention efforts through a 
preliminary understanding of the risk and protective factors associated with well-
being and substance use among LDLs. This information can help social workers 
and other human service professionals develop programs and interventions to 
prevent and ameliorate mental health problems and substance abuse among LDLs. 
The study design involved three phases. In the first phase, a focus group 
was conducted with LDLs to explore important risk and protective factors 
influencing well-being. In the second phase, risk and protective factors elucidated 
by the focus group and existing literature were used to inform the selection of 
variables and standardized measures, and a survey based on these variable and 
measures was administered to approximately 150 participants to quantify the 
impact of identified resiliency and risk factors on well-being and substance abuse. 
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In the third and final phase, the researcher returned to the field to conduct a 
member checking focus group to triangulate the results.  
A mixed methods design was chosen for this study because it provides a 
more comprehensive understanding of well-being and substance use among this 
population as the triangulation of both quantitative and qualitative data offsets the 
weaknesses of each method. Specifically, quantitative methods provide increased 
generalizability while qualitative methods provide the context and “voice” of 
participants (Creswell & Clark, 2007).  
IMPORTANCE AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY  
In the face of scarce information and misperceptions about LDLs, their 
numbers continue to rise, and so have punitive policies towards day laborers. In 
light of these negative misperceptions and policies, social workers and other 
service providers may find it difficult to advocate for LDLs and implement 
effective programs for them. Thus, information regarding the risk and protective 
factors associated with reduced well-being and substance use may help social 
workers and other advocates in better advocating for the improved work and life 
conditions of LDLs as well as provide information on how to work with the 
existing strengths of this community.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW AND 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
Definition and Demographic Characteristics of Latino Day 
Laborers 
 A formal definition of day labor does not exist despite the significant growth 
of day labor (Valenzuela, 2003). In fact, neither the U.S. Census Bureau nor the 
Department of Labor includes day labor in its official classifications of work. 
However, the first national study of day laborers, conducted by Valenzuela, 
Theodore, Melendez, and Gonzalez (2006), has contributed significantly to 
understanding the characteristics of this population. These researchers randomly 
selected 2,660 day laborers from 264 hiring sties in 139 municipalities in 20 states 
and the District of Columbia to reveal the first comprehensive portrait of day 
laborers in the United States. A summary of this study will be provided to offer a 
contextual understanding of day labor corners, this population’s demographic 
characteristics, and the challenging work conditions of day labor work.  
 Valenzuela (2003), classifies day labor industries into two categories: 
informal and formal. Informal day labor is characterized by the congregation of 
men (and in some exceptional cases, women) who gather in open spaces or visible 
markets such as empty lots, street corners, parking lots, store fronts, or other 
public spaces to solicit temporary daily work. Formal day labor is generally 
organized by for-profit temp agencies or enclosed “hiring halls.” Although both 
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informal and formal day labor industries share similar characteristics such as 
unstable employment opportunities, worker abuse, and dangerous work, formal 
day labor sites tend to include a more ethnically/racially diverse work force that 
includes American born workers. Formal day labor sites also differ from informal 
day labor sites through the enforcement of structure and rules regarding 
employment seeking. In sharp contrast, informal day labor sites operate in a more 
unstructured fashion with no explicit rules regulating workers’ participation. This 
study’s target population is day laborers who participate in the informal day labor 
industry as the high visibility of these workers, due to their congregation and 
solicitation of work in public spaces, exposes them to more risk than those who 
participate in the formal day labor industry. Furthermore, it should be noted that 
only a minority of LDLs (approximately 21%) are estimated to seek employment 
at formal day labor hiring sites (Valenzuela et al., 2006).  
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Valenzuela et al. (2006) found that approximately 117, 600 workers 
nationally are looking for day labor work or working as a day laborer on any 
given day. Day laborers are predominately male and Latino immigrants, mainly 
from Mexico and Central America. Over half (59%) were born in Mexico, 14% in 
Guatemala, and 8% in Honduras, with a small percentage born in the U.S.A (7%). 
Most (three-quarters) of the day labor force is undocumented. Day laborers also 
tend to be recent immigrants with one in five having migrated to the United States 
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less than a year ago (19%), while 40% have resided in the United States for one to 
five years, less than one third (29%) have resided in the United States between six 
and twenty years, and 11% have resided in the United States for more than two 
decades. Nearly half of day laborers are married (36%) or living with a partner 
(7%), and 63% have children; 29% of these children are American citizens. An 
overwhelming majority of day laborers (86%) hope to find regular and permanent 
employment.  
DAY LABOR MARKETS 
Every morning, Monday through Sunday, workers gather at the hundreds 
of day labor markets found nationally and solicit work. These day labor markets 
are generally open air spaces where workers and employers meet to negotiate 
employment that often includes construction, landscaping, painting, cleaning, and 
moving, among other tasks. Employers are usually residential construction 
contractors, homeowners, or sub-contractors.  
These day labor sites form at strategic parts of the city such as near home 
improvement stores, parks, and other public spaces. The numbers of workers who 
gather at each site daily vary considerably from over 200 workers at some sites to 
a handful at others.   
The Valenzuela et al.’s (2006) study further indicates that the largest 
concentration of day labor sites in the United States is on the West Coast, while 
the Midwest has the lowest concentration of sites and workers. Day labor sites are 
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consistently in flux and changes occur in worker density by season, week, day and 
hour. Workers filter in and out of the site as they find work. In addition, workers 
who find longer-term work with contractors or bosses may not need to come to 
the corner to look for work until their assignment ends, while new immigrants 
cycle in as they hear about the day labor site. The size of sites usually grows 
during the summer and spring when the demand for construction workers is at its 
peak in many areas. Most day labor sites function all year long, despite the harsh 
winter months in the East Coast and the Midwest.  
DAY LABOR WORK 
Employment contracts at informal day labor corners are usually made 
verbally and are often unsecured and open-ended. As a result, day laborers are 
highly dependent on the conditions the contractor creates. According to 
Valenzuela et al. (2006), 70% of day laborers search for work five or more days a 
week, while only nine percent seek work one or two days a week. The median 
hourly wage of day labor assignments is $10, with the low end range at $5.15 - 
$9.99 an hour; and the upper end range being between $10 -$12 an hour. While a 
majority of day labor work pays $10 an hour, the monthly and yearly earning of 
day laborers are comparable to the working poor as employment and wages are 
often inconsistent, work days are lost due to work-related injury, and employers 
often do not pay workers the wages they earn. In fact, Valenzuela et al. (2006) 
found that in good months (months where employment and worker demand is 
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high), day laborers’ median income is $1400, while in bad months (months where 
employment and worker demand is low), their median income is only $500 per 
month. They conclude that even if workers had more good months than bad, the 
annual earning of most workers is not likely to exceed $15, 000 a year. Most day 
laborers are then living under the federal poverty threshold as work is seasonal 
and highly contingent on the weather and the local economy (Valenzuela, 2000). 
WORKPLACE INJURY 
Valenzuela et al.’s (2006) study shows that day laborers have high 
incidences of workplace injury. In fact, one in five day laborers has suffered a 
work-related injury. Often the injury is so severe that considerable work time is 
lost. The study found that 39% of injured day laborers have lost one week or less 
of work, while another 39% have missed one to four weeks of work, and 22% 
have lost more than one month of work. Additionally, Valenzuela et al. found that 
68% of workers have continued to work despite the pain of their work-related 
injury.  
DANGEROUS JOBS 
Day laborers are generally employed to do the most dangerous jobs in 
situations where health and safety codes are not often enforced. Day laborers are 
often exposed to chemicals and toxic emissions and faulty equipment as well as 
lack of safety training but may feel unable to complain out of fear of being fired 
or not being paid for their work (Valenzuela, 2000, 2003). 
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LACK OF HEALTH CARE 
Despite the high rates of work-related injury, Valenzuela et al. (2006) 
found that more than half of injured day laborers do not receive medical treatment 
for their injuries. The underutilization of medical services can be attributed to the 
fact that most workers’ have no medical insurance, cannot afford the high cost of 
medical care and employers may generally refuse to pay for their workers’ 
medical treatment. Walter et al.’s (2002) ethnographic study of San Francisco’s 
LDLs reveals that many indigenous workers who had never received medical care 
from a physician before were the most apprehensive about receiving medical 
services in the United States. A majority of the workers also expressed anxiety 
about their immigration status, i.e., that seeking medical care may make them 
vulnerable to incarceration or deportation. Walter et al. (2002) further found that 
LDLs often did not want to seek medical treatment as they did not want to lose 
potential earnings that may be lost by a hospital stay. Additional barriers to health 
care included lack of information regarding medical services and language 
barriers.  
WORKER RIGHTS’ ABUSES 
The nature of day labor work also makes day laborers vulnerable to 
employer violations of worker rights. According to Valenzuela et al. (2006), wage 
theft or unpaid earned wages is the most common abuse day laborers experience. 
They found that nearly half (49%) of all day laborers surveyed nationally reported 
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having been denied payment by an employer for work rendered and completed. 
Valenzuela et al. further revealed an almost complete lack of any labor standards 
applied to day laborers. Their study revealed that 44% of workers were denied 
food and water breaks; 32% worked overtime without overtime pay; 28% were 
threatened by their employer with physical or verbal abuse; and 27% of workers 
were abandoned at the work-site without the means to get back to their home. 
Most disturbingly, 18% of day laborers reported having been violently victimized 
by an employer.  
Risks to Well-being and Latino Day Laborers 
The researcher’s recent search of the literature identified no studies to date 
that focus on the well-being of LDLs despite the preponderance of individual, 
psychosocial, and environmental risk-factors they experience. Although Latinos 
are the largest minority group in the United States, and estimates indicate that 
Latinos will constitute 25% of the U.S. population by 2050 (Aguilar-Gaxiola et 
al., 2002), studies that examine the incidence and prevalence of mental health 
problems in this population are lacking(H. Marin, Escobar, & Vega, 2006). 
Latinos, especially Mexican Americans, also have low levels of health insurance 
coverage (Angel & Angel 1996) which poses as a significant barrier to access to 
health and mental health care. Overall, there is a dearth of information regarding 
the correlates of poor mental health outcomes among immigrant Latinos 
(Grzywacz et al., 2006), with even less information regarding the mental health of 
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sub-groups of Latino migrants including urban-based workers such as LDLs 
(Organista, 2007).  
A small but growing body of research indicates that psychological distress 
may be elevated for certain sub-groups, such as farmworkers (Grzywacz et al., 
2006). According to Organista (2007), given the paucity of research focusing on 
urban-based LDLs, “…studies with Latino farmworkers provide an available but 
imperfect proxy for labor migrants in general…” as  “…considerable overlap 
exists in the challenging living and working conditions typically experienced by 
rural and urban-based labor migrants alike” (p. 90). Although Latino migrant 
farmworkers and LDLs are two distinct populations, they do share many 
important demographic characteristics; for example, both groups are comprised of 
mainly young, Latino men, with low levels of educational attainment, who often 
experience physical isolation, discrimination, and limited opportunities. Studies 
on the mental health of Latino farmworkers have consistently found that this is a 
socially marginalized population with heightened risks for lack of well-being 
(Grzywacz et al., 2006; J.D. Hovey & Magana, 2000; J. D. Hovey & Magana, 
2002; Magana & Hovey, 2003; W. Vega, Warheit, & Palacio, 1985).  
One of the first epidemiological field surveys of Mexican American 
farmworkers (N=500) was conducted in Central California using the Health 
Opinion Survey (HOS) (MacMillan, 1957) to assess mental health problems. This 
study revealed that Mexican American rural farmworkers experience distress 
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levels that place them at great risk for psychological problems(W. Vega et al., 
1985).  Among this sample of famrworkers, approximately 20% were found to be 
at psychiatric risk compared to the general population and better educated urban 
Mexican Americans. The authors concluded that Mexican American farmworkers 
had similar symptom levels to other low income socio-economic groups such as 
southern African Americans (W. Vega et al., 1985).  
Alderete, Vega, Kolody, and Aguilar-Gaxiola (1999) used a sub-sample of 
1,001 male and female Mexican migrant farmworkers from the Mexican 
American Prevalence and Services Survey (MAPSS) to assess the prevalence of 
depressive symptomatology. A cluster sampling design was used to maximize 
representativeness. Using the Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression 
(CES-D) scale, the prevalence of depression and its relationship to demographic, 
social support, acculturation, and acculturative stress was measured. This study 
revealed that the prevalence of depressive symptomatology was intermediate at 
20%, in comparison to 27.4% - 28.9% for urban Mexican Americans (Alderete et 
al., 1999). Hovey (2001) hypothesizes that the lower rates of depressive 
symptomatology found in this study may be due to the presence of higher 
proportion of Latinos living in Fresno, which may act as a buffer to mental health 
problems by being a source of social support.  
Similarly, Finch, Frank, and Vega (2004) conducted a secondary data 
analysis of a sub-sample of adult migrant farmworkers from the Mexican 
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American Prevalence and Services Survey (MAPSS) (n=1,001) to assess the 
health effects of acculturation and acculturative stress on migrant farmworkers. 
They found that amount of time spent in the United States, level of English use, 
and the intensity of acculturative stress were related to declines in health. 
Utilizing the CES-D, results also indicated that increased English language use 
(generally used to assess acculturation) had an effect on the increase in rates of 
depression symptoms. Discrimination was also positively correlated with 
depression, but self-reported mental or physical health rating was not correlated 
with depression (Finch et al., 2004).  
Hovey and Magana (2000) were the first to examine the well-being of 
immigrant farmworkers in the Midwest United States. Their study assessed the 
relationship between acculturative stress to depression and anxiety among a 
sample of Mexican farmworkers (N=45) from the northwest Ohio and southeast 
Michigan area. The researchers used the PAI to measure anxiety while depression 
was assessed using the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale 
(CES-D). Typically about 16% of individuals in the general population will score 
within the anxiety range on the PAI. In this study, Hovey and Magana found that 
29.5% respondents scored within the range for overall anxiety, 25.3% for 
cognitive anxiety, 31.6% for affective anxiety, and 27.4% for physiological 
anxiety. Typically, approximately 18% of individuals who complete the CES-D 
score within the range of depressive symptomatology but 38% of this sample of 
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Mexican farmworkers scored as depressed. Furthermore, Hovey and Magana 
(2000) found that greater acculturative stress, greater perceived lack of control, 
feelings of choice to live as a migrant farmworker, and lower levels of religiosity 
were significant predictors of anxiety among migrant farmworkers. In turn, 
significant predictors of depression symptomology were greater anxiety, lack of 
social support, lower self-esteem, and less church attendance, as well as perceived 
lack of choice in the decision to live as a migrant farmworker. Overall findings 
suggest relatively high levels of both anxiety and depression among farmworkers. 
The researchers concluded that the immigration experience as well as the migrant 
farmworker lifestyle placed individuals at heightened risk for compromised well-
being.  
A large scale bi-national study of Mexican origin farmworkers health 
status found similar results (Mines, Mullenax, & Saca, 2001). The Bi-national 
Farmworker Health Survey (BFHS) and qualitative (open ended) questions were 
used as well as ethnographic methods. Participants (N=467) were a randomly 
selected sample of returning or retired farmworkers who worked in California and 
now live in Zacatecas, Mexico (n=305) and farmworkers who worked and resided 
permanently in California (n=162). This bi-national study allows for an 
understanding of the long-term impact of farm labor on the health of 
farmworkers. A staggering 80% of respondents self-reported feeling anxious and 
the need to relieve anxiety, while 22% reported feelings of depression so severe 
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that it affected their ability to work. Among those who reported feeling depressed, 
53% attributed the onset of depressive symptomatology to separation from family. 
This is in comparison to national studies that indicate that the lifetime prevalence 
rate for anxiety related disorders among U.S populations is 28.8%, with a 12 
month prevalence of 18% (Kessler et al., 2005). 
 Hovey and Magana’s (2002) study of the predictors of anxiety among 
Mexican migrant farmworkers (N=95) in the northwest Ohio/Southeast Michigan 
area using the PAI indicated that 30% of farmworkers score within the anxiety 
range,  compared to the expected 16%. They found that significant risk-factors for 
anxiety included acculturative stress and social isolation, social support and self-
esteem, perceived control and choice in the decision to become a migrant 
farmworker lifestyle, and higher education status were found to be protective 
factors for anxiety. 
Grzywacz et al.’s (2006) study of the mental health of Latino farmworkers 
(N=60) used the CES-D and the PAI to assess depression and anxiety, 
respectively. Results indicate that approximately 17% of respondents met or 
exceeded the threshold of 60 or more on the PAI (compared to the expected 16%) 
which indicates significant levels of anxiety that may potentially impair 
functioning. In addition, 40% met or surpassed the threshold of 16 or more on the 
CES-D (compared to the expected 18%) indicating the presence of significant 
depressive symptomatology. Finally, 40% of participants also reached or 
 20 
exceeded the threshold for potential alcohol dependence on the CAGE, a brief 
measure of alcohol problems (Ewing, 1984).   
 Although, this researcher has been unable to identify any studies to date 
that have assessed the prevalence of psychological distress among LDLs, there are 
some indications that LDLs may be similarly at-risk for severely compromised 
well-being. Specifically, a survey study of HIV risk-taking behavior and related 
contextual problems of LDLs (N=102) revealed that sadness was one of the 
problems LDLs most frequently reported. Similarly, an ethnographic study of 
LDLs in San Francisco revealed that LDLs reported feelings of suffering 
associated with their work and life conditions (Quesada, 1999). 
Problem Drinking Risk and Latino Day Laborers 
 The few studies that have examined alcohol use among LDLs have been 
concerned with assessing it as a cofactor of HIV-risk, mental health, or general 
health status  (Organista, 2007). Organista and Kubo (2005) conducted a 
community survey with 102 LDLs in a medium size urban city in Northern 
California to assess HIV-risk taking behaviors and related problems and issues, 
including problem drinking and illicit drug use and abuse. This investigation 
revealed significant binge drinking. Specifically, the study found that the average 
number of drinks per episode was seven, and of those who reported binge 
drinking, the average amount of drinks consumed per week was 16.3 (according 
to the Substance Abuse Mental Health Services Administration, five drinks or 
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more in one sitting is considered binge drinking). The researchers further found 
that alcohol was the most frequently used substance before or during sex, which 
has implications for HIV-risk. Finally, times traveled to the United States was 
found to be associated with higher alcohol use.  
 The few studies that have explored frequency of problem drinking among 
farmworkers also indicate a high incidence of binge drinking among this 
vulnerable population. A study of farmworkers used a sample drawn from 13 
camps which consisted of 153 African American and 64 Haitian farmworkers in 
western New York (Watson, Mattera, Morales, Kunitz, & Lynch, 1985). Drinking 
was widespread, and one-fifth of the sample was categorized as heavy drinkers. 
Those that reported binge drinking were more likely to be socially isolated (i.e., 
lacked the support and companionship of family and friends within the camps). 
Social isolation was also found to be the most important risk-factor for problem 
drinking among this population.  
Chi and Maclain’s (1992) study of farmworkers in New York consisted of 
28 camps and 246 migrants of which 65% were Latino, 13% African American, 
9% Jamaican, 5% Haitian, and 8% of other ethnic groups. Similar to Watson et al.  
(1985), this study found that weekend drinking was widespread as 52% of 
participants reported drinking regularly during the weekend, and 25% of all male 
respondents engaged in heavy drinking (more than one six pack in one sitting). 
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Alcohol use was more prevalent among Latino and African American than 
Haitian respondents (Chi & McClain, 1992).  
 More recent studies of farmworkers reflect the ethnic demographic change 
that has occurred since these studies were conducted. The overwhelming majority 
of farmworkers today are Latino immigrants, and farmworkers are increasingly 
single (unattached) males. A more recent bi-national study focusing on the health 
status of Mexican origin farmworkers in California (Mines et al., 2001) revealed 
that among those who reported consuming alcohol (86%), the median was 2 
drinks a week and 3 drinks per sitting, while 13% reported drinking 6 or 7 days a 
week with an average of 21 drinks weekly. In addition, Alderete  et al.’s (2000) 
study of Mexican immigrant farmworkers found that the most prevalent disorder 
among Mexican migrant men in this study was alcohol dependence (8.9%).  
It should be noted that no substance use and abuse prevalence studies have 
been conducted with LDLs thereby comparison to the general population should 
be taken with caution. However, according to the National Survey on Drug Use 
and Health (NSDUH) (1999-2001), foreign born immigrants have lower rates of 
substance use and abuse than U.S. born adults. Specifically, this study found that 
in general European immigrants had the highest rates of alcohol use (73% or 
more), followed by immigrants from Japan (69.9%) and then immigrants from 
Cuba (56.4%). Past binge drinking rates were found to be high for immigrants 
from Mexico (22.3%) and Puerto Rico (23.7%).  
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GAPS IN THE LITERATURE 
 In sum, although there is a growing literature examining the correlates of 
well-being among Latino farmworkers, the well-being of LDLs remains largely 
unknown, despite literature suggesting that the difficult life and work conditions 
experienced by LDLs may have significant influence on their mental health. 
Specifically, the literature indicates the presence of sadness and binge drinking 
among LDLs. However, little study has focused on what may impact these 
outcome variables. This gap in the literature underscores the need for studies that 
explore salient variables that may place LDLs at risk or protect them from 
psychological distress.  
Conceptual Model 
 This section discusses the Structural Environmental conceptual framework 
based on the ecological perspective which provides the theoretical framework that 
guides this study and directs the selection of variables. The Structural 
Environment conceptual framework (Organista, 2007) informs the selection of the 
variables for this study as its theoretical underpinnings are rooted in the ecological 
perspective and applied to Latino labor migrants. This framework underscores the 
person-environment transaction by delineating both macro and micro domains 
affecting the lives of LDLs and other migrant workers.  
The Structural Environment conceptual framework (Organista, 2007) was 
developed to further an understanding of HIV-risk taking and problem drinking 
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behavior among Latino labor migrants. This framework suggests that individual 
factors (perceived stress, behavioral coping), environmental factors (stressful 
living and working conditions), and structural factors (migratory labor 
characteristics) influence risk for Latino labor migrants. This framework builds on 
the ecological perspective which has been described as a “metaphor to facilitate 
our taking a holistic view of people and environment, neither of which can be 
fully understood except in context of its relationship with the other” (Germaine & 
Bloom, 1999, p. 9). The ecological perspective assumes the existence of 
transactional interconnectedness between the person and her or his environmental 
elements and circumstances. Adaptation is a necessary and continuously active 
process that involves seeking a better fit between the individual and relevant 
environments. The ecological perspective emphasizes a comprehensive 
consideration of the individual’s relevant systems and sub-systems, including 
biological, affective, cognitive, and behavioral status as well as subsystems of the 
environment such as culture, society, and the physical environment as it is 
believed that each of these systems and subsystems may be relevant influences in 
the person/environment transaction (Germaine & Bloom, 1999).  
The Structural Environment conceptual framework further builds upon the 
work of Sweat and Denison (1995) who delineated the four levels of HIV-risk 
among migrants as 1. superstructural or macro level social and political forces 
that affect the inequitable distribution of resources and power which lead to 
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poverty and underdevelopment;  2. structural level factors such as laws, policies, 
and standard operating procedures (e.g., lack of family housing at worksites, lack 
of workers’ rights, etc. ); 3. environmental or individual level factors such as, 
living and working conditions, resources, and opportunities (e.g., 
underemployment, family separation, etc.), and individual awareness of structural 
factors; and 4. individual experiences or the impact of these factors on 
individuals’ experiences (such as loneliness, social isolation, boredom) as well as 
maladaptive and strengths-based coping responses.  
Organista (2007) expanded Sweat and Denison’s (1995) framework by 
underscoring the structural-environmental roots of risk as well as illustrating the 
interaction of different domains of the structural-environment, and finally, 
applying content specific to the experience of LDLs. A discussion of Organista’s 
(2007) description of each of the domains within the structural-environmental 
model and how they apply to LDLs follows as it provides the conceptual basis for 
the selection of variables for this study.  
Superstructural and structural factors: This domain focuses on the macro-
level forces that play a significant role in LDLs’ lives. Organista (2007) discusses 
three interrelated factors that affect LDLs. 1. U.S. –Mexico relations:  the 
difference in resources among both countries has an important role in the lives of 
LDLs as a majority are from Mexico. Organista argues that the structural 
vulnerability of LDLs is rooted in contradictory policies adopted by the United 
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States and Mexico that reduce restrictions on trade (as per the North American 
Free Trade Agreement treaty of 1994) but increasingly make immigration policies 
more restrictive. This also contradicts the United States’ increasing demand for 
cheap labor that leads to a necessary but undocumented segment of the labor 
force. 2. Mexico’s economic instability: uneven economic development along 
with the mechanization of local agriculture and the importation of U.S. goods and 
services often out-compete local business and produce massive unemployment. 
Undocumented labor is furthered through increased restrictions on legal 
immigration from developing countries as well as the pull to fulfill labor demand 
in the United States’ expanding service sector. 3. Stigmatization of undocumented 
labor migrants: Undocumented migrants become not only law breakers but are 
portrayed in the increasingly hostile political climate as taking away American 
jobs and burdening social service systems despite evidence to the contrary. 
Environmental factors:  This refers to the stressful working and living 
conditions that are created by structural factors and lead to elevated risk for 
compromised well-being. Organista (2007) identifies seven salient risk-factors: 1. 
economic vulnerability; 2. stigma and discrimination; 3. stress and mental health 
impacts; 4. separation from home and family; 5. loneliness and isolation; 6. 
boredom and lack of dry or non-alcoholic social bonding and recreation; 7. 
inadequate housing; and 8. desire for sex and romance.  
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Individual factors: This domain refers to how the individual copes with the risky 
situations such as the development of healthy or unhealthy social networks, the 
development of health and mental health symptoms, and perception and 
experience of stress. This study’s use of the Structural Environment conceptual 
framework allowed for a comprehensive understanding and incorporation of 
micro, mezzo, and macro level factors affecting LDLs lives.  
Purpose of Study 
The current study is one of the first to explore the risk and protective 
factors associated with LDLs’ well-being and substance use and abuse. The first 
goal of this study was to examine the risk factors associated with psychological 
well-being and alcohol use and abuse among LDLs. Research indicates that LDLs 
are a vulnerable population that may have elevated risk for mental health 
problems and alcohol abuse when compared to other Latino immigrant 
populations (Organista et al., 2006; Organista & Kubo, 2005; Turnovsky, 2004; 
Walter et al., 2002; Walter et al., 2004). Yet research with LDLs has not directly 
examined factors contributing to lack of well-being and substance use and abuse. 
This study then examines the effects of superstructural, environmental, and 
individual risk and protective factors identified by previous literature on alcohol 
use and psychological well-being among LDLs. Furthermore, this study uses 
variables that LDLs have identified as important contributors to well-being and 
substance use and abuse. The incorporation of both literature and participant 
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identified variables may provide a more comprehensive understanding of the risks 
this population encounters. 
The second study goal was to examine protective factors associated with 
psychological well-being and substance use and abuse among LDLs. In-depth 
ethnographic studies have indicated the presence of protective factors; however, 
no known studies have quantitatively analyzed the relationship of these factors to 
psychological well-being and substance use among LDLs. This strengths-based 
approach to research has been heavily underscored in social work practice as it 
promotes and honors people’s resiliencies even in the face of seemingly 
insurmountable risks and stressors (Saleeby, 2006). 
This study’s also has theoretical significance for studying similar 
populations that face similar life and work challenges as LDLs. For example, 
study with transmigrants (or migrants who consistently travel back and forth 
between borders) may be strengthened through an understanding of variables 
impacting LDLs’ feelings of well-being and substance use and abuse. The use of a 
innovative conceptual framework such as the Structural Environment conceptual 
framework also offers an opportunity to study Latino transmigrants as they often 
face similar work and life challenges.   
The use of a mixed methods design is also a novel approach to research 
with LDLs. The use of both qualitative and quantitative data is expected to 
provide a richer and comprehensive understanding of LDLs’ psychological well-
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being and substance use. The strength of mixed methods research is that it offsets 
the limitations of using either quantitative or qualitative research methods alone 
by providing for increased generalizability through quantitative methods and 
deeper contextual understanding and the representation of the respondents’ 
“voice” through qualitative methods (Creswell & Clark, 2007). This study’s 
mixed methods design assists in identifying potentially salient variables impacting 
well-being and substance use and abuse as well as answering questions that 
cannot be answered by one approach alone. For example, the question of how 
LDLs define and maintain well-being may be best answered using qualitative 
approaches while an analysis of the risk and protective factors that influence well-
being and substance use may be best addressed quantitatively.  
Mental health and social service providers must be prepared to meet the 
needs of this growing and vulnerable population. Understanding this marginalized 
population is vital in assessing the experiences, needs, and subsequent service 
delivery strategies that are essential to minimize distress and encourage 
psychological and physical well-being in a culturally responsive manner. 
Furthermore, LDLs’ potential vulnerability to mental health problems and 
substance abuse/dependence risk underscore the need to develop further 
knowledge of this population to inform prevention and intervention efforts. This 
preliminary study may lay the groundwork for future epidemiological research on 
patterns of LDLs’ mental health problems and substance abuse/dependence by 
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illuminating risk and protective factors for future analysis. In addition, the 
identification of salient risk and protective factors may have implications for 
social policy development.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 
Sample and Sampling Methodology 
 This chapter describes the study’s research methodology. It begins by 
presenting the research questions that guided this study. Second, the 
methodological challenges inherent in studying LDLs are discussed. Third, the 
methods used to access this vulnerable and “hidden” population, as well as the 
criteria for selecting the day labor sites and participants will be provided. Finally, 
the research design and data collection measure are presented.  
RESEARCH QUESTIONS  
Based on the literature review of the research on LDLs and farmworkers, the 
following research questions guided this study:  
Research question 1 (RQ1): How do LDLs define well being and what factors 
do they believe enhance or compromise their well being? 
Research question 2 (RQ2): What risk and protective factors are associated with 
LDLs’ well-being and substance use?    
THE METHODOLOGICAL CHALLENGES OF RESEARCH WITH LDLS  
According to Valenzuela (2000), “any scientific study of day laborers, a 
highly mobile, highly visible, yet largely unknown population, requires creative 
approaches” (p. 4). LDLs are difficult to reach because most are undocumented 
and may not have a stable residential base. Organista (2000) delineates four 
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methodological challenges when conducting research with this population: 1. Day 
labor has not been defined as an occupational category; therefore, research on this 
population through existing public surveys is impossible; 2. Day labor sites are 
consistently in flux due to the nature of day labor work. In addition to the changes 
in the immigrant workforce at the corner, the inconsistent nature of day labor 
work also leads to a dynamic and constantly changing corner. Specifically, LDLs 
may be employed for a whole day or several weeks or even several months with 
one single employer. Day labor sites, depending on the season, time, and day of 
the week, may then not always reflect the number of LDLs that look for work at 
each hiring site over an extended time period; 3. Since new day labor sites are 
constantly emerging, they may be difficult to track. 4. Day labor work is a 
temporary occupation for some, while for others, it is a full-time occupation. The 
definition of who a day laborer is then fluid. To the extent possible, the 
methodology adopted for this study addressed these methodological challenges.  
Entrée into the Community Through Gatekeepers and Key Informants 
Several researchers have suggested the use of gatekeepers when accessing 
hard to reach populations or “hidden populations” such as day laborers (Sifaneck 
& Neaigus, 2001). This study utilized the methodological procedures developed 
to establish entry into the “hidden” community of day laborers (Valdez & Kaplan, 
1999).These researchers recommend the use of gatekeepers and acquiring their 
authorization to conduct research as well as establishing legitimacy, comfort, 
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presence and visibility when conducting research with “hidden populations” 
(Valdez & Kaplan, 1999).  
Entrée via Gatekeepers 
Upon extensive networking with community organizations as well as an 
Internet search and use of a key informant, I identified a local organization as a 
key gatekeeper. This organization is one of the only organizations in Austin that 
works directly with day laborers. Its workers and volunteers visit day labor sites 
on a weekly basis, as well as assist with recuperating lost wages, and participates 
in both national and local advisory boards on day laborers. 
Upon identifying this local organization as an essential gatekeeper, I 
began volunteering with this organization by visiting day labor corners on nearly 
a weekly basis for approximately two years. My efforts assisted the organization 
in meeting its program objectives through outreach to day laborers in weekly 
visits to day labor corners and helping with the organization of day labor 
meetings, demographic surveys, and focus groups, among other projects.  
The gatekeepers provided me with the knowledge of all the day labor sites 
in Austin. Their work in the community as well as a site profile that they 
compiled on all day labor sites in Austin also helped me chose the sites where I 
ultimately conducted my research. These gatekeepers were essential in my 
research as there is no other readily available way to identify the population of 
day laborers in Austin. Furthermore, my extended interactions with the members 
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of the organization as well as community activists who work for workers’ rights 
provided further insight regarding this population’s social service and advocacy 
needs. It should be noted that I discontinued my active involvement with the 
organization once I began to implement my dissertation research to avoid any 
conflict of interest problems.    
Acquiring Authorization and Establishing Legitimacy 
No formal authorization process, other than dissertation committee and 
IRB approval, was necessitated because day labor corners are public spaces. 
However, my involvement with the organization at first and my status as a 
graduate student at the University of Texas at Austin assisted in establishing my 
legitimacy with local authority figures. Specifically, local authorities patrol both 
the Home Depot corner and the Riverside corner to enforce trespassing laws. The 
local sheriff’s office patrols the Home Depot corner to ensure that the workers are 
not directly soliciting work on Home Depot property. While the Riverside corner, 
which includes a Walgreens store, is patrolled by the Walgreens’ security guard. 
When conducting research at both of these corners, I was often asked by the 
security officials about my purpose in being at the corner. It was important for me 
to develop amiable relationships with these security guards as they could have 
potentially made it more difficult for me to collect data. My roles as a volunteer 
for the local organization and as a graduate student were then instrumental in 
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helping me develop legitimacy with these authority figures. This is reflected in 
my field notes:   
As soon as we got out of the car, the security guard, XXX comes up to us 
and asks if we are selling something or what. I tell him that we are from 
the Local Workers’ Rights Organization, an organization that works for 
workers’ rights….He then says, “Well just as long as you do it off this 
property because this is private property of Home Depot.” 
 
I had similar experiences after I started collecting data for this study. In these 
cases, the sheriff’s deputy or the Walgreens’ security guard were usually satisfied 
with my reason for being at the corner when I introduced myself as a University 
of Texas doctoral student.  
Comfort, Presence, and Visibility  
It was extremely important for me to ensure that I established 
trustworthiness with LDLs, who are not only a marginalized population but one 
that may be understandably distrusting of surveys, because of their potentially 
undocumented status and experiences with discrimination. I developed several 
strategies to increase LDLs’ comfort with me. I always shook hands with all the 
workers that I talked to because shaking hands often connotes respect. It was also 
important for me to shake hands with the workers because I wanted to maintain a 
professional boundary.  
My consistent presence and visibility at the corner aided the process of 
building rapport and trustworthiness with LDLs. My field notes indicate how 
 36 
workers, who were initially suspicious of my presence (and that of my research 
assistant), grew to trust us and decided to participate in my study:  
After both Research Assistant (RA) and I failed to recruit any 
participants…we moved on to a small group of three men…Before both 
(RA) and I could complete our introductory statement; one of the men in 
the group stated that he would like to participate… (he had seen us at the 
corner before). I asked the two other men if they would like to participate 
as well but they both looked at me blankly. The man who was quick to 
participate in the survey encouraged the other two men to go ahead and 
participate. They both then tentatively agreed to participate… My first 
participant of the day started off by telling me, “Es que nosotros somos 
imigrantes por eso…” (its just that we are immigrants that is why…) as he 
explained his [ sic: initial ] hesitancy (and perhaps the hesitancy of the 
others who had decided not to participate). I told him that I understand 
why he may feel hesitation and suspicion (re: the survey) and explained to 
him that we were in no way connected to La Migra [immigration 
authorities] and that this research is part of my studies at UT and the end 
goal of this study is to inform social services programming that aims to 
serve them effectively. After my first survey, I had no problems recruiting 
participants. I felt like I had a line of men waiting to participate in the 
survey.  
 
 
It is also important to note that some of the workers actually stated that 
they enjoyed talking to my research assistants and me about their well-being.  
There was a man that I talked to – who told me that he really wanted to 
participate in my study because he was very impressed that someone 
actually cared to learn about their bien estar (well-being) and what 
happens to them. He told me that he has very young daughters – one is 
[age] two while the other is four… 
SITE SELECTION 
           Valenzuela (2003) classifies informal day labor sites into two types: 1. 
Connected sites are usually tied to specific industries such as painting, gardening, 
moving, or home improvement. LDLs in connected sites congregate at store 
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(Home Depot, Kelly Moore, U-Haul, etc.) parking lots or store-fronts to solicit 
work. 2. Unconnected sites are usually not linked to any specific industry but may 
exist due to heavy foot or vehicular traffic, police cooperation, or other historical 
reasons. As Valenzuela (2006) discussed, identifying all the day labor sites in a 
community can be a challenge. My work with the local workers’ rights 
organization provided me access to information regarding day labor sites gathered 
by the organization. In the Fall of 2006, the organization had conducted a month 
long site profile of all day labor corners in Austin. Volunteers, including this 
researcher, worked in shifts, starting at 7:00 a.m. and ending at 12:00 p.m. to 
count all workers present at each time interval, as well as employers, and job 
pick-ups. A total count of day labor corners revealed that Austin had 
approximately 300 day laborers looking for work at six different day labor 
corners. However, it should be noted that the constant flux of workers that flow in 
and out of day labor sites according to time, day, and weather, among other 
factors, makes it is extremely difficult to determine the total number of workers 
who seek work at each day labor corner, over an extended period (Valenzuela, 
2003). Subsequently, a current tally of all day laborers in Austin as well as the 
total number of day labor sites could have dramatically changed since the site 
profile was conducted approximately two years ago. 
The present study was primarily conducted at three informal day labor 
sites. Day labor sites that were representative of the two informal day labor 
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categories identified by Valenzuela (2000) and had the greatest number of 
workers at any given time were selected to increase representativeness of day 
labor site categories and participants. The largest and most active day labor sites 
were selected based upon extensive field work to represent the two informal day 
labor categories. Therefore, participants were recruited from three corners: 1) 
Kelly Moore: This site is connected to a store that sells painting supplies. The 
local organization found that at its peak time approximately 25 workers solicit 
work at this corner. This site was selected for pilot testing of the survey 
instrument because it is a relatively smaller site; 2) Riverside: This is an 
unconnected residential site. Most who seek work at this corner also live in the 
neighborhood. This site was found to have approximately 75 workers at its peak 
time. This is the second largest day labor sites in Austin; 3) Home Depot: This 
site is connected to a home supplies store. At its peak, 150 men were found to 
solicit work at this site. This is the largest day labor site in Austin.  
Design 
This study utilized a mixed methods design. The mixed methods approach 
has been defined as research in which the researcher collects and analyzes both 
quantitative and qualitative data, integrates the findings, and draws inferences 
using both quantitative and qualitative methods in a single study (Tashakkori & 
Creswell, 2007) . Mixed methods studies are particularly relevant when studies 
seek to “expand an understanding from one method to another, to converge or 
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confirm findings from different data sources” (Creswell & Clark, 2007, p. 210). 
This study’s mixed methods design is appropriate, especially given the paucity of 
studies on the psychological well-being and substance use of LDLs.  
Creswell and Clark (2007) discuss several strategies for mixed methods 
research including, but not limited to, exploratory mixed methods designs and 
explanatory mixed methods designs. Specifically, by definition, Creswell and 
Clark (2007) recommend the use of an exploratory mixed methods strategy when 
a research question is exploratory in nature. This mixed methods approach entails 
a heavy focus on qualitative data collection which then informs the quantitative 
data collection (See Figure 1).  
Figure 1: Exploratory Mixed Methods Design 
 
 
 
In contrast, explanatory mixed methods design involves the prioritization 
of quantitative data collection and analysis which is then triangulated by 
qualitative data (See Figure 2).   
 
 
 
QUALITATIVE Interpretation  
based on  
QUAL and quan results 
Quantitative 
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Figure 2: Explanatory Mixed Methods Design 
 
 
 
Creswell and Clark’s (2007) criteria was used to determine the implementation 
sequence for the quantitative and qualitative data collection procedures in this 
study, the priority given to either the quantitative or qualitative data collection and 
analysis at each phase of data collection, and the stage in which quantitative and 
qualitative results are integrated.  
Based on these criteria for choosing a mixed methods strategy, the use of 
both a sequential exploratory strategy and a sequential explanatory strategy was 
identified as the most appropriate for this study’s purpose. As shown in Figure 3, 
the first part of this study utilizes the sequential exploratory strategy, which 
prioritizes qualitative data collection and analysis to  inform the quantitative data 
collection procedures. In contrast, the second part of this study utilizes the 
sequential explanatory strategy by employing primarily quantitative procedures 
and then incorporating qualitative methods to provide a more in-depth explanation 
and interpretation of results. As also shows in Figure 3, there are three major 
phases of this study that are incorporated within the overall design: 1) The use of 
qualitative methods to inform quantitative procedures, 2) quantitative data 
collection, and then 3) qualitative methods to assist in a more accurate and in-
QUANTITATIVE Interpretation  
based on  
QUAN and qual results 
Qualitative 
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depth understanding of the quantitative results. Each phase is discussed in detail 
below. 
 
Figure 3: Exploratory and Explanatory Strategies Combined 
 
Phase I: Exploratory Qualitative. The first phase involved the use of 
qualitative methods. Specifically, as shown in Figure 4, ethnographic methods 
such as participant observation and informal interviews were used to develop 
further understanding regarding the well-being and substance use of LDLs. A 
Interpretation of all results  
+ 
QUALITATIVE 
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QUANTITATIVE 
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focus group was also conducted to ask LDLs about how they define and manage 
their well-being in the face of the difficult life and work conditions. The purpose 
of this focus group was to explore important risk and protective variables for 
well-being and substance use among LDLs, including those that may emerge from 
the literature review, to include in the quantitative step.   
Phase II: Quantitative Survey. The second phase built on Phase I by 
utilizing survey methodology to assess the potential risk and protective factors 
elucidated by the focus group and to quantitatively examine their association with 
the well-being and substance use and abuse of LDLs. Potentially salient variables 
that had been previously identified in the literature as well by focus group 
participants were included in the survey. These variables were operationalized 
using standardized measures developed by other researchers and questions 
developed by this researcher.  
Phase III: Qualitative Member Checking. The purpose of the third and 
final phase of this study was  to essentially “unpack” the quantitative results by 
incorporating the perspectives and  lived experiences of LDLs. Focus group 
methodology was used with the goal of ascribing meaning and contextual 
understanding to the quantitative results.  
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Figure 4 : Study Design  
 
Procedures 
HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION AND ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA  
The University of Texas at Austin’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
approved Phase I and Phase III (ethnography and focus group) of this study under 
exempt status. For Phase II (quantitative survey), the IRB approved, under full-
board status, a full waiver of written informed consent (i.e., participants were told 
the purpose of this study but were not asked to sign or retain a consent form). A 
full waiver of informed consent was sought because this study posed minimal risk 
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to participants. More importantly, a written consent form may have elicited fear 
from potentially undocumented day laborers as they may be unfamiliar with 
formalized documents, especially research documentation. In addition, since some 
day laborers may not be literate, providing them with a written consent form may 
have only confused them. A waiver of written informed consent was then thought 
to be the most culturally and contextually responsive way of conducting research 
with this population.  
To be eligible to participate in the study, participants had to be Latino, 
male, aged 18 or older, and currently working as a day laborer. All participants 
were informed that the purpose of this study was to understand the well-being of 
Latino day laborers and to hopefully inform social services based on results. 
Participants were also told that if they agreed to participate, they could terminate 
the interview at any time. In particular, participants were told that if an 
employment opportunity appeared while they were being interviewed for the 
focus group or survey, the interview could be terminated immediately. For Phase 
I, participants were provided with non-alcoholic drinks and chips and salsa. For 
Phase II (quantitative survey), all participants, including those that terminated the 
interview because of work related reasons, were given $10 gift certificates to 
HEB.  Finally, lunch was provided to Phase III (member checking focus group) 
participants.  
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PROCEDURES PHASE I: EXPLORATORY QUALITATIVE  
The first phase of this study was exploratory and utilized qualitative 
methods. In accordance with McMillan and Schumacher’s (1997) 
recommendations for qualitative research, several strategies were used to 
maximize the internal validity of this qualitative phase. Specifically, the 
researcher was engaged in prolonged and persistent field work, used verbatim 
accounts from the participants, and multiple researchers to observe and record the 
phenomenon.  A focus group was also conducted to both triangulate findings and 
elucidate any additional potential risk and protective factors impacting LDLs’ 
well-being. The end objective was to use emergent themes regarding well-being 
from both my literature review, my own ethnographic research, and the focus 
group to select independent variables for the second and quantitative phase of this 
research. The majority of participants said this was the first time that they had 
been directly consulted about factors that impact their well-being.  
 Workers were recruited on-site at a day labor corner. Purposive sampling 
was used to recruit LDLs to participate in this study. The sample included seven 
participants between the ages of 30 and 60. Respondents were asked to participate 
in a focus group, conducted in Spanish, to discuss the meaning of well-being 
(bien estar) within the context of day labor work and the challenges experienced 
within this context that may impact their well-being, as well as general strategies 
they or others they know use to deal with these challenges. In addition to being 
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told about the study’s purpose and the criteria for participation, participants were 
told to feel free to leave the focus group at any time to solicit work. Coffee and 
other non-alcoholic drinks and snacks were provided to focus group participants.   
Participants were asked to meet at a taqueria selected because of its 
proximity to the day labor corner as well as the fact that LDLs who solicit work at 
the corner often frequent it. In addition, based on this researcher’s previous 
experience conducting a focus group with day laborers at this corner, there was 
prior knowledge that the outside patio of the restaurant is ideal for a focus group 
as it tends to be quiet, generally empty, and relatively private (thus offering the 
workers a safe space to discuss their feelings openly).  The physical structure of 
the taqueria and its patio also allowed participants to exit quickly if a potential 
employer was approaching.  
The researcher, who is fluent in Spanish, developed a focus group 
moderator guide in Spanish with open ended questions that were intended to 
explore potential risk and protective factors for well-being to be included in the 
quantitative phase of this study. The primary researcher conducted the focus 
group in Spanish. A research assistant, also fluent in Spanish, who had been 
trained by the researcher took extensive notes. This exploratory focus group lasted 
60 minutes.  
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PROCEDURES PHASE II: QUANTITATIVE SURVEY  
Data Collection Procedures 
All surveys were administered in Spanish. As some LDLs may be 
illiterate, have limited reading and writing abilities, and may be unfamiliar with 
completing survey instruments, the surveys were conducted face-face and in the 
field at day labor corner sites. Telephone and mail surveys are often used in 
survey research and better protect participants’ anonymity than face-to-face 
surveys. However, these were not viable methods for this study for a number of 
reasons. For instance, there is no sampling frame for LDLs, their addresses 
change frequently, and they are unlikely to have home phones. The face-to-face 
interview was preferable because it allowed the interviewer an opportunity to 
establish rapport and gain the cooperation and trust of the person being 
interviewed. It is also a more personal approach than other survey methods which 
may be a more culturally congruent method when working with less acculturated 
Latinos.  
Survey Instrumentation and Operational Definitions  
A survey instrument incorporating items designed specifically for this 
study from the focus group results, standardized instruments, and items adapted 
from surveys developed by other researchers was used to collect data for the 
second phase of this study. This survey was pre-tested with a small number of 
LDLs to uncover any potential problems with the instrument. The demographic 
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information collected as well as the independent and dependent measures and 
their operational definitions are detailed below.  
Demographic Information 
The survey included demographics questions asking participants to 
specify their age, country of birth, times immigrated to the United States, years 
in the United States, education, weekly income, percentage of remittances sent, 
number in household, and marital status. Acculturation was measured using the 
Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanics (SASH) (G. Marin, Sabogal, Marin, 
Otero-Sabogal, & Perez-Stable, 1987). The shortened SASH consists of four 
language related items that are rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Only Spanish  
to 5=Only English). Items include, “What language do you read and speak?” “In 
general what language do you speak to your friends in?” It has been widely used 
and has been shown to be a good indicator of acculturation among LDLs with 
fair internal consistency reliability estimate (α  =.73) (Organista & Kubo, 2005). 
The internal consistency reliability coefficient for this current study was α  =.75.  
Independent Variable Measures 
Psychological Distress: The Brief Symptom Inventory-18 (BSI-18) 
(Derogatis, 2001) was used to assess psychological distress as a proxy or 
measure of mental health. The BSI-18 is an 18 item measure that measures level 
of distress over the previous 7 days on 5-point Likert scale (0 = not at all to 4 = 
extremely). The 18 items are equally divided along three dimensions: 
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somatization, anxiety, and depression. Scores on each dimension range from 0 to 
24. The sum of the scores of all three dimensions is the global severity index 
(GSI) of distress and ranges from 0 -72 with higher sums indicating higher levels 
of psychological distress. Although the BSI-18 theoretically has 3 factors 
(somatization, anxiety, and depression), a study using principal component 
analysis to explore the three dimensions structure factor of the BSI-18 found that 
among a sample of impoverished Central American immigrants (N=100), the 
BSI-18 measures one underlying factor: psychological distress. The aggregate 
score of psychological distress (GSI) is considered best for general screening of 
overall levels of psychological distress, while the three dimensions may offer 
insight regarding how psychological distress manifests.  The BSI-18 has been 
shown to be a good indicator of psychological distress among impoverished 
Latinos with fair to very good internal consistency reliability estimates that range 
from .70 to .88 (Prelow, Weaver, Swenson, & Bowman, 2005). The internal 
consistency reliability coefficient for this current study was α  =.87.  
Discrimination:  Based on face validity, items were selected from the The 
Social, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental (SAFE) Acculturation Stress 
scale (Mena, Padilla, & Maldonado, 1987) to measure stress caused by perceived 
discrimination. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1=not stressful to 
5=extremely stressful). Items selected to measure discrimination include, “Many 
people have stereotypes about my culture or ethnic group and treat me as if they 
 50 
are true”; “In looking for a job, I sometimes feel that my ethnicity is a limitation” 
and “Because of my ethnic background, I feel that others often exclude me from 
participating in their activities.” 
The original SAFE measure is a 24- item scale that is used to assess 
stressors associated with acculturation in social, attitudinal, familial, and 
environmental contexts as well as perceived discrimination towards 
acculturating populations. It has been shown to have good reliability (α  =.89) 
with Latino college students. Hovey and Magana (2000) adapted this original 
measure to make it more applicable to Latino farmworkers by adding two items:  
“I feel guilty because I have left family or friends in my home country”; and “I 
feel that I will never gain the respect that had in my home country.” Possible 
scores on the adapted scale range from 0-130, with higher scores indicating 
higher levels of acculturative stress. The adapted version of the SAFE was found 
to have good internal consistency reliability (.88) and construct validity among a 
Mexican and Mexican American farmworker sample. The internal consistency 
reliability coefficient for this current study was fair at α = .74 
Social Support: In this study, social support refers to having social 
networks available to assist during times of need. The Social Isolation scale by 
Diaz, Ayala, Bein, Henne, & Marin (2001), was used to measure social support 
as it has been previously used to assess social support among LDLs (Organista 
& Kubo, 2005). The Social Isolation scale is comprised of six items which ask 
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respondents to rate the frequency of time they lack company, feel alone, feel 
excluded, etc. Responses are based on a 4-point scale that ranges from 1 
(Always) to 4 (Never). In addition, participants are asked to rate the degree to 
which they can find desirable company, someone that understands them, etc. on 
a 4-point scale that ranges from 1 (Definitely yes) to 4 (Definitely no). In a study 
with day laborers this scale had fair internal consistency as indicated by a 
coefficient alpha of 0.71 (Organista & Kubo, 2005). The internal consistency 
reliability coefficient for this current study was .64.  
Religiosity: Three questions were asked to assess religiosity based on 
Hovey and Magana’s (2000) research with migrant Latino farm workers. Items 
are on 4-point scale that ranges from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very) and include 
questions such as, “How religious are you?”; “How much influence does religion 
have on your life?”; and “How often do you attend church?” with possible 
responses ranging from 1= never; 2= once or twice a year; 3= once every 2 or 3 
months; 4=once in a month; 5=two or three times a month; 6=once a week or 
more. Higher scores indicate higher levels of religiosity.  
Dependent Variables 
Well-Being: The conceptual definition of this variable is general well-
being expressed through perceived mood or happiness or lack thereof. The 
Bradburn Affect Balance Scale (BABS) (Bradburn & Noll, 1969) was used to 
assess psychological well-being. This 10 item measure on a two point (1=yes and 
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0=no) scale yields scores on two conceptual dimensions: positive affect and 
negative affect (which consist of five items each). Respondents are asked to score 
items based on their feelings in the past few weeks. Items include, “Did you feel 
particularly excited or interested in something?”; “Proud because someone 
complimented you on something that you had done;” “Did you feel so restless 
that you couldn’t sit long in a chair;” and “Very lonely or remote from other 
people?” The BABS is scored by subtracting the Negative Affect Scale scores 
from the Positive Affect Scale scores and adding a constant of 5 to avoid negative 
scores. Total scores range from 0 (lowest affect balance) to 10 (highest affect 
balance), of which higher scores indicate increased well-being. The BABS has 
been widely used and has been shown to have good to excellent internal 
consistency reliability with alphas that consistently exceed .80 (Fischer & 
Corcoran, 1994). However, the Cronbach’s alpha for the BABs in this current 
study was marginal at .67. An examination of item contributions to the overall 
reliability of the factor indicated that two items were weak (“Particularly excited 
or interested in something?” and “Proud because someone complimented you on 
something you had done?”). Subsequently, these items were excluded and the 
overall reliability estimates for this new 8 item measure was fair at α =.70.  
Substance Use/Abuse/Dependence:  This dependent variable was defined 
as excessive or problematic drinking behavior. The Alcohol Use Disorders 
Identification Test (AUDIT) was used to assess hazardous or harmful alcohol 
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consumption. The AUDIT, developed by the World Health Organization, is a 
widely used alcohol use screening measure consisting of ten items that assess 
hazardous alcohol use, dependence symptoms, and harmful alcohol use (Babor, 
Higgins-Biddle, Saunders, & Monteiro, 2001). The AUDIT has been validated on 
primary health care patients in six countries and has good reliability estimates. 
Compared to other well-known alcohol screening instruments, the AUDIT 
distinguishes itself in two ways: 1. Multiple countries were involved in the 
development of the AUDIT and it was developed to assess problem drinking in 
general treatment settings. 2. The AUDIT distinguishes between quantity and 
frequency of drinking and between dependence and alcohol abuse (Knibbe, 
Derickx, Kuntsche, Grittner, & Bloomfield, 2006). The reliability estimates of the 
AUDIT in Spanish are very good. For example, a study of the psychometric 
properties of the AUDIT in Spanish among patients in Spain (N=414) indicated 
very good reliability estimates (Cronbach Alpha= .93; (Pérula-de Torres et al., 
2005). The internal consistency reliability coefficient for this current study was 
very good at α = .90 
Translation 
A majority of the demographic questions including the checklist of 
problems, were taken from the LMLQ (a Spanish language survey developed 
specifically to study Latino day laborers (Organista et al., 2006). Additional 
questions or items developed by this researcher were first developed in English 
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and then translated into Spanish with the help of two translators who looked at the 
items separately and then jointly. All items were then back-translated to ensure 
linguistic equivalence. Measures that did not have Spanish versions were also 
translated and back translated; these were the BABS, Religiosity Scale, and some 
demographic items.  
Interviewers and Interviewer Training 
Four research assistants assisted in administering the survey at day labor 
corners; two of them also assisted in conducting the two focus groups. Research 
assistants were selected from the primary investigator’s social network based 
upon three criteria: 1) fluency in Spanish, 2) prior experience working with Latino 
populations, and 3) prior training or education in cultural competency. The 
research assistants included a BSW student, two MSW social workers, and one 
first year social work doctoral student. Three of the research assistants were 
personal acquaintances while one (the BSW student) was recruited to participate 
in the study based on his interest in research with Latino immigrant populations.  
To ensure the minimization of subjective bias, all researchers involved in the 
study were encouraged to discuss any potential biases. Thus, all researchers were 
encouraged to engage in self-reflexivity to maintain accountability regarding the 
influence of their personal backgrounds on the outcome of the research study. A 
brief summary of each of the research assistants and primary investigator’s 
background and potential biases is provided below. 
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The BSW student was a second generation Latino male from El Paso, TX, 
who stated that his upbringing in a border city, which is often divided between 
American born and immigrant Latinos, had exposed him to negative stereotypes 
about Latino immigrants as lazy. He said that he knew these negative perceptions 
were unfounded and biased but he wanted to make sure that he was aware of this 
potential bias in case it affected his research with this population.  
One of the MSW social workers was a 1.5 generation Latina from 
Houston, TX who worked for a social service agency that provided mental health 
services at schools. She stated that she wanted to be involved in the research study 
because she wanted to “give back” to her community by contributing to an 
understanding of LDLs’ well-being. She admitted that she had some negative 
perceptions of LDLs as being very macho and was concerned that they might 
sexually harass her. She was also concerned that her European appearance might 
intimidate the workers who might think that she is European American.   
The other MSW social worker was a second generation Latina from 
Henderson, Texas who worked for a non-profit that promotes the recruitment and 
retention of Latino students in higher education. She relayed that she strongly 
believed that workers’ rights are a human rights issue. She further said that she 
had preconceived notions of LDLs as flirtatious and jovial.  
The first year social work doctoral student was a White American woman 
who grew up in the South. She had traveled and worked in Latin America as a 
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Peace Corps volunteer for several years and was fluent in Spanish. This research 
assistant admitted that she was positively biased towards LDLs because her 
spouse was an immigrant worker from Mexico and she strongly sympathized with 
the plight of undocumented people.  
Finally, as the primary investigator, I discussed my own biases at length 
with my team. Growing up in seven different countries and being exposed to 
different political environs (from communist Romania to post civil war 
Mozambique), I had a strong social justice orientation from a very young age. I 
strongly believe that the social welfare of LDLs and other undocumented 
immigrants is the single most pressing social justice issue in the United States 
today. 
A team approach to encourage self-reflexivity regarding our biases and 
their influence on the outcome of the study was implemented through discussion 
prior to entering the field and debriefings after each field visit. The primary 
investigator also checked-in with the research assistants frequently in the field by 
asking them if they were okay or if anything outstanding had occurred while 
conducting interviews.   
The principal investigator trained all research assistants prior to their 
conducting any interviews. The training included in-depth discussion about the 
context of day labor corners (for example, what each corner looks like, how many 
workers to expect, what type of work the LDLs are engaged in, etc.), how to 
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approach the workers and notify them about the study (for example, the research 
assistants were trained to approach the workers’ respectfully and establish contact 
with them by shaking their hands and introducing themselves first and then the 
purpose of the study). The research assistants were encouraged to discuss their 
feelings in regards to working with this population. For example, the research 
assistants (three of whom were female) were provided an opportunity to discuss 
their feelings or any fears in regards to approaching a large group of men. All the 
research assistants were encouraged to think through their potential biases and 
assumptions regarding LDLs. Each research assistant conducted a mock interview 
with the primary researcher before going to the field. Also, all research assistants 
shadowed the primary researcher until they felt comfortable enough to conduct 
interviews on their own. The primary researcher was present at the day labor 
corners with each research assistant at all times. Only two interviewers (the 
principal investigator and one research assistant) were present at the corner at any 
given time to ensure that the LDLs did not feel overwhelmed.  
After each field visit, the research assistants were encouraged to write 
ethnographic notes that detailed their visit. The primary researcher provided 
models of ethnographic notes to each research assistant and gave them detailed 
instructions on how to note important observations in the field. All research 
assistants were debriefed by the primary researcher after every field visit. The 
primary researcher asked the research assistants about their feelings in regards to 
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conducting the survey (“did they feel comfortable?”, “what did they think about 
the process of conducting the survey with this group of workers?”) as well as their 
interactions with the men and any other interesting observations or experiences 
they had while in the field. The research assistants were especially encouraged to 
critically think through their assumptions about day labor work and their 
interactions with the participants to encourage trust between researcher and 
participants. For example, one of the research assistants recorded:  
Overall, I have concluded that amongst LDLs there are certain things that 
are very important when interacting with them. I have to be culturally 
aware of who they are so that I may interact with them appropriately. I 
also have to be sensitive to their current situation. Most of them are illegal 
immigrants, who are scared, lonely, and possibly confused about what is 
going on. I have to be interested in them, and what they have to say, as 
well as being aware that they are people, not just laborers, or ilegales in 
order to communicate effectively and get honest responses from them. 
After all, the main purpose of the study is to find ways to help these men 
and aid their situations. 
 
The research assistants expressed myriad of feelings associated with being in the 
field. The sole male research assistant expressed feeling apprehensive for the 
physical safety of the female primary researcher. In contrast, some of the female 
research assistants expressed surprise that the LDLs, for the most part, did not 
make any sexual or romantic advances on them as they had initially assumed and 
feared. The research assistants also discussed how their biases and assumptions 
regarding LDLs were challenged while interviewing these men. In general, the 
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research assistants discussed feeling saddened by the expressed life conditions of 
the participants but also awed by their resiliency.  
PROCEDURES PHASE III: MEMBER CHECKING FOCUS GROUP  
The purpose of the second focus group was to go back to the field and 
member check findings with the target populations of LDLs. The objective was to 
triangulate quantitative findings by asking the target population to not only 
provide further information regarding the significance of the findings but also 
consult them as experts to “unpack” the quantitative results.  
Workers for this second focus group were recruited on-site at a day labor 
corner. Purposive sampling was used to recruit LDLs to participate in this 
member checking focus group. Respondents were asked to participate in a focus 
group to discuss the results of the quantitative survey. Because the focus group 
was conducted at lunch time, workers were told that they would be provided 
lunch after their participation in the focus group and non-alcoholic drinks during 
the focus group. In addition to being told about the purpose of this study and the 
criteria for participation, participants were told to feel free to leave the focus 
group at any time to solicit work. The member checking focus group was 
conducted at the taqueria at the corner.  
Both significant and non-significant findings of the well-being and the 
alcohol use models were reported to the participants. Participants were then asked 
open ended questions like, “Do you feel like this true or untrue in your 
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experience?” The primary researcher conduced this member checking focus group 
in Spanish and a research assistant assisted by taking extensive notes as well as 
observing group dynamics and process. This focus group took approximately two 
and half hours.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
This chapter describes the study’s results. It begins by presenting the 
context of conducting research at day labor corners. Second, findings from the 
qualitative exploratory phase (Phase I) will be reported. Third, findings from the 
quantitative phase (Phase II) will be provided. Finally, results from the member 
checking focus group will be presented (Phase III). 
The Context of Research at the Day Labor Corner 
 “Cada centavo batallo para ellos (mi familia)…todo como me viene 
aguantando.” 
(Every cent that I earn, I battle it for them (my family)…whatever comes 
my way, I endure.) 
 
 “Es la esperanza! La esperanza que hoy voy a ganar cien dólares y 
mañana doscientos dólares! Es la esperanza!” 
(It is the hope! It is the hope that today I will earn a hundred dollars and 
tomorrow I will earn two hundred dollars! It is the hope!) 
 
Each morning, approximately 300, mainly Latino men, from teenagers to 
men in their sixties and sometimes even seventies, often dressed in paint 
splattered jeans, baseball caps, and sometimes boots, make their way on buses, 
cars, and sometimes on foot to public corners in Austin, TX to look for work. 
They stand in front and around storefronts and residential areas sometimes talking 
and laughing in groups as they wait for a patron and at other times alone, reading 
a book, or listening to music blaring from a walkman. In the hot Texas sun they 
stand under the shades of tress or the shade of a storefront until they are chased 
off by security officials who remind them that no loiters or trespassers are 
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welcome on their premises. Although the summer heat is taxing, it is the winter 
times that they dread as these times bring fewer jobs –often making it difficult to 
make ends meet. They work in construction, cleaning, painting, and other odd 
jobs. They work hard and they work difficult jobs under difficult conditions. 
Sometimes they are denied bathroom breaks, sometimes they are threatened 
verbally or even physically, and sometimes they are even assaulted and robbed. 
Because of the unregulated nature of their work, more than half of them become 
victims of wage theft by not being paid for work rendered. The inconsistent nature 
of day labor work makes it especially difficult to overcome the financial deficit 
created by this loss of payment for a day or even months worth of work. Despite 
these difficult conditions the workers endure their hardships through pride in their 
work and the satisfaction of being able to support their family. It is also the 
hope…the hope that work comes today and tomorrow that continues to bring 
them to the corner day-in-day-out despite days that have been spent 
unproductively looking for work.  
For nearly two years, I too, stood with the men at day labor corners, 
talking to them about their lives and, their work, as well as observing the daily 
occurrences of the corner. As I was unfamiliar with the lives of day laborers and 
the contexts of their lives, it was important for me to employ several ethnographic 
techniques such as participant observation and informal interviews to begin to 
develop a comprehensive picture of the context of day laborers’ lives. During this 
 63 
time, I went to the corner almost every week and at different times including as 
early as 7:00 a.m. and as late as 3:00 p.m. as workers moved in and out of the 
corner depending on whether or not they were able to find employment. All my 
informal interviews with the men and observations were conducted on-site at the 
three day labor corners selected for this study.  
As is to be expected, although I assured confidentiality to the men who I 
talked to, some of the men who were not familiar with me asked me if I was 
affiliated with the local police, La Migra (immigration authorities), or the media.  
However, as I began to build trust and rapport with the workers, they talked to me 
about a myriad of topics. We discussed simple pleasures they missed from their 
countries of origin. For example, a worker talked to me about how he missed 
mangoes. He reminisced that mangoes were so plentiful in Mexico that it wasn’t 
uncommon to find discarded mangoes littering the streets. He then laughed and 
told me that those same plentiful mangoes in Mexico were too expensive for him 
to buy in the United States. We talked about the ever present difficulties of the 
corner, including increased patrolling and harassment by security forces as well as 
the police, and persistent rumors that all day labor corners would eventually be 
closed down. The workers also talked to me at length about their families and the 
pride they had in working hard to support their family members.  
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Although, different paths had led the workers to Austin, all came to Austin 
specifically to look for work. One worker who I became familiar with over time 
described the path that led him to Austin:   
He says that he immigrated from Mexico to San Francisco because that is 
where he knew people. He says that his brother and him…worked at the 
corners because they know that they can get work… he says that he went 
back to Mexico after a couple years to visit his family and then went to 
Los Angeles. He started working in LA so that he could have enough 
money to travel back to San Francisco but he got a pretty secure and 
consistent job there so he did not need to travel to San Francisco anymore. 
He then asked his brothers to join him in Los Angeles. He says that in San 
Francisco he felt that workers are treated with more dignity and humanity, 
that he was perceived as a person more, even by the police or the 
community at large but not so much here in Austin. But the weather was 
always inconsistent in San Francisco so when he told his brother about the 
job opportunities in Los Angeles, his brother came. His brother then met a 
patrón [in Los Angeles] who was very nice and he started working for him 
pretty regularly. After the job was over the brother’s patrón said that he 
had other jobs available, not in Los Angeles, but in Fort Worth, TX. His 
brother was hesitant because it is a big risk to trust someone so much and 
move this way. But the patrón said that he could stay with him and that he 
would send him an airline ticket and all. So he told his brother to take the 
risk. His brother went to Fort Worth and he liked it a lot. He then asked 
him to come over as well as another brother from Mexico. They all 
worked there [in Fort Worth] fine but then the patrón died. Once the 
partner took over –things were not the same. The new patrón was not as 
nice and made their lives difficult. His brother then decided to 
leave…since he heard that Austin had some jobs…they all moved to 
Austin. And he has been in Austin now for 2 years.    
 
I also observed firsthand the process of procuring day labor work, 
including the competition involved and the process of salary negotiation. 
Regardless of the time of the day, whenever a pick-up truck or car slowed down at 
the corner, the corner would erupt in a wave of energy as workers standing close 
and far would run to the pick-up truck…sometimes aggressively pushing each 
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other out of the way…sometimes even jumping in the back of the truck without 
the potential patrón’s permission. It was especially interesting to witness how the 
sometimes lazy lull of the corner would erupt when an employer pulled over to 
seek workers.  
…approximately 12 men [sic: were] scattered across the area of Home 
Depot sitting in the shade, talking, listening to music, just sitting. As 
Research Assistant and I started our introductory statements, we saw a 
camioneta (pick-up truck) pull up and slow down…one of the men ran 
towards the camioneta with his right arm raised signaling that he was 
ready to be chosen to be picked for work- and he yelled, “hey!” The loud 
motion of this worker set the rest of the men in action. The men who had 
been previously sitting in the shade or chatting in pairs became energized 
and ran and yelled and held their arms up in the sky as well. The corner all 
of sudden felt electrified by energy. As they haggled and negotiated for 
both work and the number of workers- Research Assistant and I stood in 
the sidelines. This whole process took approximately five or seven 
minutes. The camioneta took off with two men, and the remaining men 
walked back to us – with chagrined smiles on their faces. Men who had 
not been interacting with each other were now sharing their feelings of 
frustration with others. As a couple of minutes passed by, the excitement 
waned off, and the men repositioned themselves back where they had been 
standing or squatting.  
  
I took extensive notes of everything that I observed and my conversations with 
the men, in almost all cases, immediately after I had visited the day labor corner.  
 In my time at the corners, I was often asked about services or told about 
health needs or violations of workers’ rights. Although we were there as 
researchers and not as direct service providers, my research assistants and I felt an 
obligation to be helpful to the men. We were always equipped with a referral 
sheet to organizations that provided either free or subsidized care to meet the most 
frequently mentioned needs such as English language classes and health care. I 
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also had referral information regarding less requested but critical resources such 
as local social service organizations assisting Latino clients, mental health 
providers, and drug and alcohol treatment programs. 
Phase I: Exploratory Qualitative 
The focus group was conducted to elucidate salient risk and protective 
variables impacting the well-being of LDLs for inclusion in the quantitative 
phase (Phase II). To this end, the focus group sought to answer the following 
research question:  
RQ1: What factors do LDLs believe enhance or compromise their well-being? 
Participants were asked questions that were meant to tap into potential factors that 
influence the well-being of LDLs. The themes that emerged are discussed in 
detail below.  
For the Phase I Exploratory Focus Group (N=7) the participants were 
between the ages of 30 -60, and six reported being from Mexico while one 
reported being from Central America. The small sample size was considered 
appropriate for the purposes of the focus group as it allowed for in-depth 
understanding of the experiences of LDLs (Creswell, 1998). Thematic analysis 
was used to explore both the ethnographic and focus group data. The technique 
allows researchers to find common themes across participants without losing 
individual meanings and experiences (Creswell, 1998). The first step in the 
thematic analysis was for the researcher and a research assistant to read the 
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transcripts of the data separately and record any thoughts without analyzing the 
data. Next, the researcher and research assistant, separately clustered phrases that 
addressed the same topic area, created categories from these clusters, and then 
extracted themes from each of these categories. The researcher and the research 
assistant met to discuss all potential themes. Themes that were initially not 
identified by both researchers were discussed thoroughly until a consensus was 
reached regarding if this theme should be included in the analysis or not. Once 
consensus was reached, data was independently coded into each theme by each 
researcher. The researchers then met to work on gaining consensus regarding the 
coding of the data. Discussion and the use of a third party auditor, who was 
familiar with the data, was employed in the instance that consensus was not 
reached regarding the final analysis of the data. This use of multiple researchers 
minimized researcher subjectivity and maximized the internal validity of the data 
(McMillan & Schumacher, 1997).  
It should be noted that the following themes are highly interrelated and 
that a multiplicity of factors affect LDLs’ feelings of well-being and substance 
use and abuse. In fact, LDLs experience a confluence of the below identified 
factors. No single variable identified by LDLs was identified as being more 
important than the other.  
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PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTRESS  
Focus group data revealed that psychological distress significantly 
impacted workers’ well-being. Workers discussed how sadness, suffering, anxiety 
were factors in their lives. For example a worker stated, “The life is hard. I get sad 
and often stay in my apartment suffering. Thinking about money, there is no 
peace in our lives.” The workers also discussed how sometimes the anxiety 
involved with the reality of day labor work left them short of breath. A worker 
stated, “Sometimes we can’t breathe. They will run us away from the corner and 
that means no work.” They also talked about how their difficult life and work 
conditions caused them suffering. For example a participant stated, “Sometimes I 
would prefer to be in my country. Even though there is no work, I am not 
suffering.”  
REMITTANCES/SUPPORTING FAMILY 
The participants discussed at length how sending remittances to support 
their family members enhanced their well-being. Workers expressed pride in 
being able to support their family members from their hard work. For example, 
one participant discussed at length how his children were able to attend college 
because of his financial support. He stated, “The reason that I am here is to send 
money to my family. I have two kids in school.” While another participant stated, 
“Every cent that I earn, I battle it for them (my family)…whatever comes my 
way, I endure.” Throughout my field work I encountered similar sentiments that 
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were phrased differently but ultimately meant the same thing: that whatever 
difficulties they encountered in the United States were all worth it if their family 
members were financially supported as a result.  
My ethnographic work corroborated this finding as many workers 
throughout my field research similarly told me about how their work as a day 
laborer supported their children’s accomplishments in their country of origin. My 
field notes reflect this finding:  
The man told me that he has two daughters and one son. He says that his 
eldest daughter is a designer and his second daughter is in technological 
college and his son is in school still. He told me that when his daughter 
finishes technological school in two years, he will go back to Mexico 
because he can afford to support his one son with the earnings that he can 
earn in Mexico. 
 
This worker, like many others, attributed his drive to work and his ability to fight 
(batallar) through the hard times to his desire to provide for his family. Thus, 
sending remittances to family members was clearly described as an important 
source of well-being. Conversely, the focus group participants reported that not 
being able to send money to families negatively impacted them. During the focus 
group, a participant stated sadly that one of his children had to drop out of school 
because he wasn’t able to send enough money back. The pressure to provide for 
their family members also seems to be at times incredibly intense.  
…I am trying to pay for my children’s education. Sometimes I want to go 
home and just tell my children that I am sorry I couldn’t make it happen. 
To tell them to try and work for their [sic: own] education.  
 
My field notes reflect the same:  
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My last interview for this research study was with a man who told me that 
he doesn’t like to tell the other workers about his personal life. He told me 
that what he was about to tell me – he had never shared with any of the 
workers, many of them his friends he said but friends that he maintained a 
distance from. He told me that he has two daughters – eleven and ten years 
old. He told me that although he was never married to their mother – their 
mother had left the daughters with him – and he and his mom took care of 
them. He told me that he was in the United States only for them- to 
support them- and to help pay for their education. He said, “ everything 
that I earn the fundamental objective is that I am fulfilling my 
responsibility as a man for my daughters…and that I send them [money] 
as much as I can.” (todo lo que gano el objectivo primordial es que estoy 
cumpliendo mi responsibilidad como hombre para mis hijas…y yo le 
mando lo que yo puedo). He continued, “There are some very difficult 
times…we stand in the cold and the heat…waiting for work.” (Hay 
tiempos muy difíciles…estamos parados en elo frio y el calor…esperando 
trabajo) ---but he says the sacrifices are all worth it for his children.   
RELIGION 
Although the participants did not explicitly talk about the role of religion 
in their lives, they did talk about prayer. When asked what kept them motivated 
to look for work at the corner despite the hardships they endured, workers talked 
about the importance of prayer. One worker stated, “I hope that work comes 
tomorrow. I pray for the days to be consistent.”  
In my field work, I also saw how religion was an implicit part of many 
workers lives.  
When I approached him, he was reading a Christian book. He had been 
reading this book before also –when I first tried to recruit him. He had 
been reading it to one of the drunk homeless men…while he waited to be 
picked up for work. 
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 One of my research assistant also observed the importance of religion in 
the men’s lives as reflected in his field notes:  
Many of these men asserted that they were very religious. They believe, 
and use phrases like, “si Dios quiere,” (“if god wants”) and, “gracias a 
Dios,”(“thank god”) and even, “Dios quiera que no” (“God would not 
want so”).  
SOCIAL ISOLATION 
Social isolation also emerged as a factor that impacted workers and it 
seemed to affect them in different ways. Some participants deliberately isolated 
themselves to protect themselves from discrimination and exposure to “vices” 
(vicios) such as binge drinking and drug use. For example, a participant stated,  
I watch T.V., I cannot do anything else. I could get jumped or the police 
could accuse me of stealing. I just prefer to stay inside. 
 
The participants also talked about how they feel isolated from their 
family members. The hardship of maintaining a relationship over long distances 
compounded by prolonged periods of time without seeing spouses, children, and 
other family members was very difficult for many of the workers. A worker who 
had two very young daughters talked to me about how he tried to maintain 
contact with his wife and children.  
He says that the only reason that they [his children] know him is because 
they send each other video letters – and they send it through people who 
are going to Mexico (truckers). He hasn’t received a video letter for a 
while now.  
 
Focus group participants also talked about how their family members’ 
expectations and perception of life in America -- “land of opportunity” -- was so 
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contrary to their every day reality that they sometimes felt like they could not 
communicate with them. Participants also talked about how they would often not 
call their family members if they were sick or would not tell them about their 
suffering because they did not want their family members to be burdened by 
concern for them.  
It is hard. Sometimes we don’t tell our families what is going on because 
they will worry about our safety.  
 
A worker explained that he had no friends in the United States and how work 
was his only companion, “I have no other than to keep working. I am trying to 
pay for my children’s education.”  
DISCRIMINATION 
Participants discussed the effect of discrimination on their feelings of 
well-being. Security guards at grocery stores often treated them with suspicion 
and accused them of being loiters despite the fact that they were often customers 
at these stores.  
The people think because we are poorly dressed that we are criminal. 
They are racist. They even follow us in the stores. The guy in Walgreens 
even grabbed me once because I had sunglasses on.  
 
They also talked about how they would often try to shield themselves from 
persistent discrimination by not participating in public recreational activities.   
One participant recounted an experience where he and his friend had 
bought a melon to eat. He described the melon tenderly and with a smile 
on his face. He said the day was beautiful so he and his friend decided to 
eat the melon outside, in the open-air, and talk. He told us that he opened 
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the melon and as they ate it, a police officer pulled over. The policeman 
asked them what they were doing. They told the police officer that they 
were just sitting and eating their melon. But the policeman told them they 
were not allowed to sit around and that they were loitering. The man then 
told me that he and his friend went to their apartment and sat inside. The 
man then told me that is why he doesn’t like to go out much. 
 
Similarly, another participant reported,  
Once the police didn’t let me in to my own apartment complex. It 
happened like twice. And I asked him why he was against me. 
 
Workers also relayed feeling that community members and the public at large 
had negative and false perceptions of them.  
They say that we are loiterers. We are here working for our family. We 
don’t buy drugs. We want to work. They are wrong for calling us that.  
 
As a result these experiences with discrimination, participants indicated that they 
felt alienated and marginalized by society at large.  
TIME IN THE UNITED STATES 
 Participants discussed how prolonged periods of time in the United States 
had a negative impact on their well-being. They indicated that the hardships 
endured in the United States were potentially related to substance use and abuse. 
For example, a participant talked about how those that spent longer periods in 
the United States would “lose” themselves.  
Some people go to the streets. Lose their minds in drugs. Women and 
men all day in the streets.  
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INCOME 
Nearly every worker I spoke to both in my field work as well as the focus 
group talked about how income had a significant impact on them.  
This country is worse than my country. We earn little [in my 
country] but we have freedom. We have food. I came here to earn 
money but two or three days sometimes I don’t have any work.  
  
Workers talked about how the mounting pressure to pay bills and rent as well as 
lack of work affected their well-being. They discussed how not having any money 
affected their relationships with their family members.  
Sometimes I don’t want to call home. I don’t have money and I 
know that they are going to need things for school. Sometimes I 
feel afraid to say that I have no money.  
SUMMARY OF LDL IDENTIFIED FACTORS IMPACTING WELL-BEING AND 
SUBSTANCE USE AND ABUSE 
LDLs reported experiencing multiple pressures that affected their feelings 
of well-being and substance use and abuse. The findings of Phase I (Ethnographic 
and Focus Group) elucidated several potential risk and protective variables to be 
included in the quantitative survey. These variables include psychological 
distress, social isolation, discrimination, religiosity, time in the United States, 
income, and remittances (See Table 1).  
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Table 1: Selection of Variables for Phase II 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase II Results: Quantitative Survey 
SURVEY SAMPLE 
The sample that participated in the survey included 150 participants from 
three day labor corners and one church that picks up men from a day labor site, in 
Austin, TX (See Table 2). Approximately 95% of all day laborers that were 
recruited for participation in the study chose to participate.  The participants did 
not appear to differ from those who decided not to participate in terms of age. 
Latino Migrant Labor 
Questionnaire Item
Weekly IncomeI came here to earn money but 2 or 
3 days [sic: a week]… I don’t have 
any work..
Researcher Developed ItemTime Worked in the United StatesHere [sic: in the U.S.]…people lose 
themselves…go to the streets. Lose 
their minds in drugs.”
Religiosity ScaleReligiosity“I pray for the days to be 
consistent.”
Acculturative Stress ScaleDiscrimination“People think we are delinquents--
they are racist, they think we 
steal.”
Qual Theme Variable Measure
“The life is hard. I get sad…” Psychological Distress Distress: BSI-18 
“I just prefer to stay inside…” Social Isolation Social Isolation Scale 
“The reason that I am here is to 
send money to my family. I have 
two children in university.”
Remittances Researcher developed item
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Sixty-eight percent of the respondents were born in Mexico, 31% were born in 
Central America, while less than 1% were born in the United States. Based on 
participants scores on the acculturation scale (G. Marin et al., 1987) (scores range 
from 4=low acculturation to 20=very acculturated), participants had very low 
levels of acculturation (M=4.95; median = 4.00; mode=4.00).   
Participants ranged in age from 18 to 68 (M = 37.49; SD= 10.68). The 
sample reported migrating to the United States to work as an immigrant from 1 to 
500 times (M=9.06; SD=43.12). However, the most typical number of times that 
LDLs migrated to the United States to work was 1 (42%), followed by 2 times 
(19%). The total time spent working and living in the United States as an 
immigrant ranged from 1 month to 42 years (M=83.40 months or nearly 7 years; 
SD=93.83 months or nearly 8 years).  
In terms of highest grade completed, the largest proportion of participants 
reported that they had completed middle school (35%), followed by those who 
completed some high school (22%), and then those with some grade school 
(16%). Only 10% of participants had completed high school, while less than 3% 
had either some college or a college degree. Approximately 7 % reported that they 
had no formal education. 
Participants were also asked to report an approximation of how much 
income they earn on a weekly basis. Nine percent reported a weekly income of 
less than $100; 16% reported weekly earnings of $101-$200; 35% reported $201-
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$300; 33% reported $301-$401; and 8% reported earning $501-$1000. Although, 
the overall sample earned subsistence-level wages it should be noted that day 
labor work is highly inconsistent. In fact, day laborers may be unemployed for 
several weeks at a stretch.   
A majority of the participants reported being married (59%) while 41% 
reported being single. Of those that reported being married, 89% reported that 
their wives lived in their country of origin while only 11% reported that their 
wives lived in the United States. The percentage of monthly income sent to family 
or remittances ranged from 0 to 94%, while the average percentage of income sent 
was just under 50% (M = 43.46; SD = 23.05) . 
In terms of their housing, most participants reported living with 
roommates (61%). Of those that did not live with roommates, 3% lived only with 
their wife; 2% with their wife and children; 18% with relatives; 5% with a 
partner; 7% reported living in a homeless shelter or street; and 5% report living 
alone.  
Sixty-three percent reported having been victimized by wage theft by an 
employer at least once. About a quarter of participants (26%) reported having 
been threatened physically or verbally by an employer at least once in the past 
year.   
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Table 2: Background Characteristics of LDLs  
(N=147) 
______________________________________ 
Characteristics   %/ Mean  
Place of Birth 
 Mexico   68% 
 Central America  31% 
 United States   <1% 
 
Age (M)    37 years    
 
Years Education  
 Middle School  35% 
 Some High School  22% 
 Some Grade School  16%  
 High School   10% 
 Advanced Degree  3% 
 No Formal Education  7% 
    
Marital Status 
 Married   59% 
 Single    41% 
Spouse living abroad   89% 
Spouse living in U.S.   11% 
 
Income (weekly) 
< $100     9% 
$101–200     16% 
$201–300     35% 
$301–400     33%  
$501–1,000     8% 
 
Income sent home (M)  43.46 % (23.05) 
Acculturation* (M)    4.95 
Total years in US (M)   7 years (8 years) 
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Workers’ Rights Abuses 
Wage Theft   63%    
Physical or Verbal Threats 26% 
____________________________________________________________ 
*1 = Highly acculturated, 3 = Bicultural, 5 = Low levels of acculturation.   
A majority of the sample (91%) reported having no involvement in social 
organizations; however, their scores on the Social Isolation Scale (Diaz et al., 
2001) tended to be in the mid-range with a mode of 12 out of a total possible 
score of 24. Although, their range of scores reflected very low levels of social 
isolation to very high (6 to 21), on average participants reported mid-levels of 
social isolation (M=11; median=11.5; mode=12; SD=3.06).  
Participants reported low levels of discrimination on the modified 
discrimination measure (Mena et al., 1987). Their mean score was 9 (SD=4.26) 
out of a total possible score of 20 with a median score of 8 and a modal score that 
was lower at 4. 
Study participants reported moderately high levels of religiosity. The 
modal score was 9 out of a total possible score of 13 (M=8.5; median=9; 
SD=2.69). On the psychological distress scale, the BSI-18 (Derogatis, 2001), the 
most frequent score was 5. According to Prelow, Weaves, Swenson, & Bowman 
(2005), a clinical cut-off score of 10 indicates psychological distress (M=10; 
median=7; mode=5; SD=8.9). Approximately, 39% of study participants had 
scores higher than 10. Caution should be attached to interpretation of this data as 
the clinical cut-off score was not normed on Latino populations. 
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Figure 5: Distribution of Psychological Distress Scores 
 
 
On average, participants had moderately good feelings of well-being as 
reported on the BABS (Bradburn & Noll, 1969) with a mean score of 4.67 
(SD=2.13) and a median score of=5 out of a possible score of 8. The modal score 
was higher at 7. However, it should be noted that approximately 29% of study 
participants had a score of 3 or lower and approximately 9% had a score of 1 or 
lower. 
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Figure 6: Distribution of Well-Being Scores 
 
In regards to problem drinking, a majority of the participants reported no 
drinking problems while the sample’s mean score was 7 (SD=7.26) and median 
score was 5. According to the World Health Organization (Babor et al., 2001), a 
score of 8 or more indicates hazardous or harmful alcohol use, as well as 
dependence. Approximately 37% of the study sample had scores higher than 8 
indicating potential alcohol abuse problems.   
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Figure 7: Distribution of Problem Drinking Scores 
 
 
Using a checklist of psychosocial problems from the Latino Migrant Labor 
Questionnaire (Organista et al., 2002), participants were asked to check all 
problems they encountered in the last six months. The most frequently cited 
problems were financial in nature and included very little work (96%), 
unemployment (91%), and lack of money (91%). The next set of frequently 
reported problems included sadness/depression (59%), racism/discrimination 
(51%). Lack of health services (35%) and health problems (26%) were cited next. 
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Finally, the least cited problems were physical incapacity (18%), problems with 
the police (9%), and problems with immigration authorities (8%). 
POWER ANALYSIS 
A power analysis was performed using G*Power (Erdfelder, Faul, & 
Buchner, 1996) before conducting the statistical analysis. Power was set at f² = 
0.90, and the alpha was set at .05. Results of the analysis (F (8, 953) = 1.95, λ  = 
19.24) suggested that a sample size of 962 was needed to detect a small effect 
(0.02), while a sample size of 136 was needed to detect a medium effect (0.15), F 
(8, 127) = 2.01, λ  = 20.40). A sample of 63 was needed to detect a large effect 
(0.35), F (8, 54) = 2.11, λ  = 22.05). According to this power analysis, the current 
study sample of 147 day laborers is capable of detecting medium and large main 
effects.  
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DAY LABOR CORNERS 
One way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to evaluate 
group differences between the two main day labor corners on both the dependent 
variables, well-being and alcohol use. The results indicated that there were no 
significant differences between the two day labor corners in well-being, F (1, 139) 
= .193, p = .66; and alcohol use and abuse, F (1, 139) = .387, p = .535. 
CORRELATIONS 
Bivariate correlations were calculated between the variables. Results 
indicate that Psychological Distress (r = -.49, p < .01), Social Isolation (r = -.41, p 
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< .01), and Discrimination (r = -.25, p < .01), were all significantly and inversely 
correlated with well-being. This suggests that participants who have higher levels 
of psychological distress, are more socially isolated, and report higher levels of 
stress due to discrimination tend to have lower levels of well-being. Religion (r = 
.20, p < .05) was positively correlated with well-being. This suggests that 
participants who report higher levels of religiosity have higher well-being. 
Acculturation, Remittances, Weekly Income, Time Worked in the U.S., and Age 
were not found to have statistically significant correlations with well-being.  
Psychological Distress (r =.22, p < .01) and Discrimination (r = .23, p < 
.01) were significantly correlated with alcohol abuse.  Social Isolation, Religion, 
Time Worked in the United States, Acculturation, Weekly Income, and Age were 
not significantly correlated with alcohol abuse.  
 MULTIPLE REGRESSION 
Assumptions for standard multiple regression were examined before 
analysis, including, normality, linearity, and multicollinearity (See Table 3). For 
variables that were not normally distributed (psychological distress, problem 
drinking and weekly income) the log transformation was used.  
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Table 3: Independent and Dependent Variables  
Independent Variables  
Name Mean(SD) Mode Range Skew(SE) Kurtosis(SE) 
Social Isolation 
Scale 
11 (3.06) 12 6-24 .58(.20) .57(.39) 
Discrimination 
 
9 (4.26) 4 4-20 .75(.20) -.19(.39) 
Religion 8.5(2.7)  9 3-13 -.39(.20) -.20(.39) 
Time in U.S. 7yrs.(8yrs.) 2 yrs. 1-42yrs. -.72(.20) .59(.39) 
Age 37(10.68) 36 18-68 .33(.20) -.44(.39) 
Weekly Income 
 
$201-$300 
(1.06) 
$201-
$300 
N/A -.37(.20) -.41(.39) 
Remittances 
 
43% (23) 50% 0-94% -.39(.20) -.43(.39) 
Psychological 
Distress (BSI-18) 
10(8.93) 5 18-72 
 
-.40(.20) -.32(.41) 
Dependent Variables 
Variable Mean(SD) Mode Range Skew(SE) Kurtosis (SE) 
 
Well-Being (BABS) 
 
4.67(2.13) 7 1-8 -.29(.20) -.97(.39) 
Problem Drinking 
(AUDIT) 
7(7.26) 0 0-40 -.30(.23) -.56(.45) 
 
Two multiple regression models were conducted to predict well-being 
and alcohol use and abuse. Eight predictor variables were regressed both on 
well-being and alcohol use and abuse separately: (1) psychological distress, (2) 
religion, (3) social isolation, (4) discrimination, (5) age, (6) time worked in the 
United States, (7) remittances (percentage of income sent to family), and (8) 
weekly income. These independent variables were selected based on 
ethnographic and focus group results (Phase I) and literature review. Age was 
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also entered in to the regression model to analyze if age had an effect on feelings 
of well-being or substance use and abuse. Acculturation was not included in the 
multiple regression analysis because there was no variance in the acculturation 
scores. Other demographic variables were not included because they were not 
conceptually found to have any bearing on well-being or substance use and 
abuse or because of lack of variance in the study-participants’ scores. 
 A total of 150 Latino day laborers participated in the survey. The sample 
size of this current study was 147 after three cases were deleted due to missing 
information. The majority of the participants (98%) had complete data on the 
survey.  
Research Question 1: What are the risk and protective factors that affect well-
being among LDLs? 
 The combined set of predictor variables explained approximately 40% of 
the variance in the dependent variable well-being (R²= .395), and the overall 
regression equation was statistically significant (F [8, 126] = [9.95], p < .000) 
(See Table 4). 
Psychological Distress as measured by the BSI-18 (β  = -.46, p = .00) was 
found to be the strongest predictor of well-being in this model and was followed 
by Religion (β  = .25, p = .001). Social Isolation (β  = β -.19, p = .02), age (β  = - .19, p 
= .02) and percentage of income sent home or remittances (β  = .16, p = .03) were 
additional significant and moderate predictors of well-being. In contrast, weekly 
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income (β  = -.06, p= .43), Time Worked in the United States (β  = .15, p = .05, and 
Discrimination (β  = .05, p = .54) were not found to be significant predictors of 
well-being.  
This finding suggests that well-being among LDLs is associated with 
lower levels of psychological distress, higher religiosity, lower levels of social 
isolation, younger age, and greater percentages of income sent home or 
remittances while weekly income, time worked in the United States, and 
discrimination were not associated with well-being within this model. 
Table 4: Predictors of Well-being  
 Predictor Variables B 
Std. 
Error Beta 
 
R² T Sig. 
LogBSI -2.448 0.431 -0.458 0.209 -5.68 0.00 
Age -0.038 0.015 -0.187 0.034 -2.445 0.016 
Remittances 0.015 0.007 0.161 0.025 2.181 0.031 
Discrim 0.024 0.039 0.049 0.002 0.612 0.542 
Religion 0.202 0.058 0.249 0.062 3.461 0.001 
Social_Isolation -0.136 0.057 -0.194 0.037 -2.375 0.019 
LogTimeWkedUS 0.551 0.276 0.154 0.023 1.998 0.048 
weekly income -0.12 0.153 -0.059 0.003 -0.785 0.434 
 
Research Question 2: What are the risk and protective factors of alcohol abuse 
among LDLs? 
The combined set of predictor variables explained 15 % of the variance in 
the dependent variable well-being (R²= .15), and the overall regression equation 
was statistically significant (F [8, 97] = [2.09], p< .05) (See Table 4).  
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Psychological Distress (β  = .22, p = 0.04) was found to be a predictor of 
alcohol use and abuse. This indicates that LDLs that have higher levels of 
psychological distress tend to have higher levels of alcohol problems.  
Percentage of income sent home or Remittances ( β  = -.08, p = .43), 
Religion (β  = -.06, p = .51), social isolation (β  = -.04, p = .77), discrimination (β  = 
.16, p = .15), age (β  = -.11, p = .31), time worked in the United States (β  = .08, p = 
.43), and weekly income (β  = .11, p = .32) were not found to be significant 
predictors of problem drinking. 
Table 4: Predictors of Substance Use and Abuse   
 Predictor Variables B 
Std. 
Error Beta 
 
R² T Sig. 
LogBSI 0.198 0.097 0.226 0.051 2.042 0.044 
Social Isolation -0.004 0.014 -0.035 0.001 -0.295 0.769 
Discrimination 0.013 0.009 0.161 0.026 1.451 0.15 
Religion -0.01 0.015 -0.064 0.004 -0.663 0.509 
LogTimeWkedUS 0.052 0.066 0.082 0.007 0.787 0.433 
Remittances -0.001 0.002 -0.078 0.006 -0.788 0.433 
Age -0.004 0.004 -0.105 0.011 -1.03 0.305 
Weekly income 0.036 0.036 0.105 0.011 1.002 0.319 
 
Phase III Results: Member Checking Focus Group  
The member checking focus group was conducted to contextualize the 
quantitative survey (Phase II) findings through the experiences of LDLs. To this 
end, participants were presented each finding (shown in italics below) and asked 
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if they agreed or disagreed with the finding and why. In addition, participants 
were encouraged to discuss the finding within the context of their daily lives as 
day laborers and were asked to elaborate on the potential meaning or lack thereof, 
of the finding.  
Participants were between the ages of 38 to 47 years old. Three of the 
participants reported being from Mexico and the fourth participant stated that he 
was from Nicaragua. A fifth participant agreed to participate in the study but left 
towards the beginning of the focus group because he received a call about an 
employment opportunity. The participants relayed having experience in carpentry, 
tiling, yard and rock work, and construction. However, they all stated that they 
usually work in whatever types of work are needed. The workers reported having 
lived in the United States from one year to eight years.   
WELL-BEING 
Psychological Distress was a significant predictor of well-being. This indicates 
that LDLs that have higher levels of psychological distress tend to have lower 
levels of well-being.  
 
The participants indicated that they found this finding to be reflective of 
their own experiences. Interestingly, they talked about psychological distress as 
a consequence of not having work, which then led to lowered levels of well-
being.  
C: All of us have depression, anxiety…because we don’t have work. We 
are not from here. We are at other people’s order…We all have it 
[psychological distress].  
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D: …the worry lowers well-being.  
 
 The participants also talked about how la preocupacion (preoccupation 
or worry) drives them to work, earn money, and send remittances to support 
family but in turn it also can lower their well-being. For example, a participant 
stated, “We are here (at the corner), and if one does not have worry, then one 
does not do anything. But it is also the worry that lowers well-being.” 
Religion was a significant predictor of well-being. This finding suggests that 
those LDLs that had higher levels of religiosity had better levels of well-being.  
 
The participants thought this finding held true in their experience. The 
workers suggested that those day laborers who attended church more frequently 
may have less problems with alcohol or drugs.  
B: They have less vices… 
D: It is the truth. They are more focused on their work.  
N: Why? 
D: The most religious have the most amount of work. They don’t drink 
or smoke.  
 
Participants also discussed how day laborers who were more involved in 
church had better social networks. These social networks, according to the 
workers, assisted them in procuring more and better paying jobs.  
A: They help each other out at church.  
D: Yes, they are united.  
A & D: Here [at the corner] we are not united! 
 
Furthermore, the participants talked about how those who attended 
church probably had better moral and emotional support through their pastor and 
other church members.  
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C: Moral support they have too.  
D: To support one’s emotions that is important. 
B: The pastor listens. You can speak to him and then the pastor helps.  
C: Yes, you have that encouragement (animo).  
 
Social Isolation was a significant predictor of well-being. Results indicate that 
those participants that had higher levels of social isolation reported lower levels 
of well-being.  
 
 The participants relayed that they found this finding to reflect their 
experience. According to the participants, those day laborers who had more and 
better relationships with others had better emotional support than those that were 
more socially isolated.  
B: …They have more support - those that have relationships with 
more people. And they do better. They make better decisions. If 
you don’t have any friends, one feels bad and very sad.  
D: Yes, I agree. If there is communication then I feel like I can go 
ahead [sic: in life].  
 
In addition, participants talked about social isolation as not financially 
viable. They discussed the importance of having roommates and other people in 
your life that you can count on for both emotional and financial support, 
especially during difficult times.   
B: If there are four or five of us that live together, and one of us doesn’t 
get along with the others and decides to live on his own…he is worse off. 
Now he needs to pay more [sic: bills and rent] and he has to look for 
things and work alone.  
D: He doesn’t have support and everything goes down. 
 
 Throughout this discussion, the participants discussed the importance of 
friendship in sustaining well-being. A participant stated, “A friend is someone 
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who is attentive to your needs….let us say that B is my friend. He comes up to 
me [sic: at the corner], he helps me, he supports me. While the others just look at 
you.” 
Acknowledging the importance of friendships in well-being, the workers 
also talked about the difficulties in developing friendships in the United States in 
comparison to their country of origin. When asked why they thought that it was 
more difficult to build friendships in the United States, the workers stated that 
many of them immigrated to the United States with the single purpose of making 
money and supporting their family members. One worker stated, “Its very 
different here than where I am from. When one comes here, one become selfish 
and thinks: I am here to make money and send it to my family and not to make 
friends.” Despite this initial mentality, the workers agreed that friendships were 
crucial in maintaining well-being. For example, one worker stated, “It is 
different because the economy is different. The food, the money, the friendships. 
Here those that make friendships go far ahead of those that do not make friends.”  
Age was a significant predictor of well-being. Specifically, younger participants 
reported having better levels of well-being. 
 
 The participants reported that, in their experiences, older day laborers 
had lowered levels of well-being compared to younger day laborers. The 
participants stated that this is because patrones (employers) often prefer younger 
workers because they think that they are faster and stronger. A middle-aged 
participant believed he was often not selected for employment just based on his 
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age. He stated, “…the patron thinks that the older person is slower. But that is a 
lie. Even though I may be slower, my work is of better quality.” He then 
included, “…they [the patrones] think that the old man will hurt himself and 
then demand workers’ compensation.” 
 The participants also relayed that younger workers may have better levels 
of well-being because they have more friendships, and, thus more social 
networks. When asked why younger workers may have more friendships than 
older workers, this exchanged ensued:    
  B: Younger people have less responsibilities for their families.  
C: There is no one or nothing that controls them but as they get 
older they realize the reality of things [sic: increased 
responsibilities towards family members]. 
A: Without the responsibility of a child or wife – the world is 
open… 
 
Percentage of income sent home was a significant predictor of well-being. 
Participants that sent more remittances or more money to their families had 
higher levels of well-being.  
 
 The participants indicated that this finding held true in their experiences 
as day laborers. They reported that sending remittances was an important 
component of well-being because it was aligned with many of the workers’ 
objectives in immigrating to the United States and working as a day laborer.  
C: One feels good about sending money home because that is our 
objective. When you cannot send money home, you feel bad 
because you were not able to help.  
B: You feel obliged…and try to work more…Even if your family 
doesn’t say anything [sic: about not receiving any money], the 
responsibility weighs on you.  
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C: It’s [sic: sending remittances] emotional. One feels that they 
are able to support their family…it feels good. But when one 
cannot…it feels bad, emotionally.  
 
 The participants relayed that day laborers that did not send remittances to 
support their families did not do so because they were unable to do so because of 
lack of work or because they were not responsible enough.  
B: Those that send money are more responsible. They work to 
support their families.  
A: There are some that only think about themselves…they want a 
better place to live or a better pick-up truck.  
ALCOHOL USE AND ABUSE 
Psychological Distress was a strong predictor of alcohol use and abuse. This 
indicates that LDLs that have higher levels of psychological distress tend to have 
higher levels of alcohol problems. 
 
 The participants reported that this finding was congruent with their own 
experiences. They discussed how day laborers with seemingly more psychological 
problems drank more. The participants then talked about how alcohol provided a 
way for some to escape their problems. 
D: They drink because they have a lot of problems and they want 
to forget these problems.  
  B: They drink because their intention is to escape.  
  B and D: At least for a little while.  
 
 The participants also stated that they thought that some workers’ well-
being may be impacted due to the guilt of drinking. For example, a worker stated, 
“…they are doing what they are not supposed to [sic: drinking] and they feel bad 
because they cannot do anything about it.”  
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DISCRIMINATION 
 In the quantitative analysis, discrimination was not found to be 
significantly related to well-being nor problem drinking. However, participants of 
the member-checking focus group all disagreed with this finding.  
 The participants relayed that discrimination was a part of their daily lives 
and experiences as day laborers. They talked at length about what they perceived 
to be the city’s discriminatory policies against day laborers. Specifically, the 
participants talked about how increased patrolling by security officials at day 
labor corners was making it more difficult for them to find employment and thus 
be able to provide for living expenses.  
B: Discrimination affects us on a daily basis. For example, at the 
Home Depot corner, security does not let us look for work in 
peace. It is then difficult to find work. 
D: Yes, the patrones stop coming too because of this (increased 
patrolling by security).  
 
The community’s negative perception of them as loiters and vagabonds 
affected their well-being by making them feel bad about themselves. This 
stigmatization marginalized them and often made them feel uncomfortable 
attending mainstream restaurants or even grocery stores.   
REMITTANCES 
In the quantitative analysis, sending remittances was not found to be 
significantly related to problem drinking. However, participants of the member-
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checking focus group all disagreed with this finding. They stated that day laborers 
that sent more remittances were not only more hard working but were more 
responsible. They explained that this was so because those workers that had less 
developed connections to their family members in their countries of origin had 
more money to spend, and, thus, were more fallible to vices such as drugs and 
alcohol. In turn, those workers that had more developed family connections and 
were more dedicated to supporting their family members financially through 
remittances were more protected against problem drinking.  
D: Those that send [sic: remittances], don’t enter into vices. They avoid 
drinking. A lot of people [sic: in the corner] that drink don’t have family 
to support. They then do not have an objective…or a family. They concern 
themselves in socializing and drinking. 
 
Overall, the member checking focus group findings provided contextual 
understanding and depth to the quantitative results. Furthermore, it allowed LDLs 
to validate the quantitative results through their own experiences as LDLs. The 
member checking findings validated most of the quantitative results. However, 
participants disagreed on two key findings from the quantitative phase. In 
particular, participants from the member checking focus group found that 
discrimination does affect their feelings of well-being and substance use and 
abuse. These divergent results could be due to the fact that the discrimination 
measure selected for this study was not appropriate (See Discussion). Secondly, 
participants disagreed with the quantitative findings by underscoring the 
importance of remittances in enhancing well-being and decreasing substance use 
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and abuse. Consequently, the member checking focus group was vital in 
providing a more comprehensive understanding of the risk and protective factors 
impacting the well-being and substance use and abuse of LDLs.   
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 CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 This mixed methods study sought to identify and examine potential risk 
and protective factors impacting LDLs’ well-being and substance abuse. The 
results of this study provide, for one of the first times, a preliminary 
understanding of the risk and protective factors associated with the well-being and 
substance use of LDLs. The significant marginalization of day laborers and their 
exposure to various psychosocial and political risk-factors for well-being and 
substance abuse (e.g., poverty, discrimination, significant worker rights’ abuses, 
routine denial of payment for work rendered, exposure to dangerous and difficult 
work conditions, employer abuse, inconsistent employment opportunities, work 
related injury and frequent undocumented status, among others), underscores the 
importance of increasing knowledge of this population to inform both social 
service interventions as well as policy. This study’s identification of potential 
modifiable risk and protective factors for well-being and substance abuse has 
significant implications for practice as an understanding of these variables can be 
used to develop community based programming and interventions. Furthermore, 
the study has implications for social work education as well as policy 
development and advocacy with this marginalized population.  
THE RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS FOR WELL-BEING AMONG LDLS 
The study findings revealed that psychological distress, social isolation 
and older age were all potential risk factors for compromised well-being among 
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LDLs. On the side of protective factors for well-being, religiosity and sending 
remittances to support family members emerged as important variables.  
Study participants discussed the impact of psychological distress on their 
well-being throughout all three phases of the study. Similarly to Walter et. al’s  
(2004) ethnographic study of LDLs in San Francisco, the current study found that 
participants who indicated being distressed talked about the somatic 
manifestations of this distress and its negative impact on their day to day lives. 
Participants who reported feeling distressed often relayed experiencing cultural 
bound syndromes such as, nervios or sustos. Throughout the study, LDLs also 
expressed that their work and life conditions disposed them to sadness and 
emotional suffering, which lowered their feelings of well-being. As the results of 
the member checking focus group suggest, LDLs generally expressed that distress 
was a common and shared experience for LDLs. This finding is aligned to 
Quesada’s (1999) ethnographic study of San Francisco’s LDLs which reported 
intense emotional suffering among this population. Organista and Kubo’s (2005) , 
survey study of HIV risk-taking behavior and related contextual problems of 
LDLs (N=102), similarly revealed that sadness was one of the most frequently 
reported problems of LDLs. 
Social Isolation was also a risk factor for compromised well-being among 
LDLs in the current study. In congruence with Gottlieb’s (1978) work on social 
support, LDLs discussed the important role of social networks in providing of 
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emotional nurturance as well as access to resources and information, and other 
assistance. Specifically, participants discussed the role of friendships and other 
social networks in ameliorating the deleterious effects of their often harsh work 
and life conditions. They underscored the importance of communicating about 
their day to day struggles as this allowed them to make better and healthier 
choices for their lives and improved well-being. Conversely, socially isolated 
LDLs may lack the social and emotional support participants identified as being 
crucial to feelings of well-being. As participants reported, life as a day laborer is 
often difficult and unpredictable, and these conditions are too often exacerbated 
by prolonged periods away from family. LDLs that are more socially isolated may 
lack the instrumental emotional and social support necessary to cope with their 
work and life stressors. Walter et al. (2004) ethnographic study of LDLs in San 
Francisco reported similar findings whereby physically injured LDLs lacking 
adequate emotional support were at higher risk for mental health problems.  
LDLs that are more socially isolated may also lack access to social 
networks needed to maintain well-being. Participants from the member checking 
focus group emphasized the importance of social networks as these allowed for 
increased access to resources and leads to potential jobs. Consequently, socially 
isolated LDLs may have lower social capital to obtain resources, knowledge, or 
even a helping hand in times of need. 
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This study also found that age may be a risk-factor for reduced well-being. 
The member checking focus group substantiated this quantitative finding by 
indicating that employers often preferred younger day laborers as they perceived 
them to be stronger and capable of working longer hours than their older 
counterparts. Youth was viewed as a highly desirable quality among LDLs. Older 
LDLs, in turn, were viewed to be less strong, have less stamina, and, more likely 
to make more mistakes or become injured while at work.  
Turnovsky’s (2004) ethnographic study of a day labor corner in New York 
found that employers picked employees based upon preconceived notions and 
stereotypes of a “good worker.” Although she reported that many employers had 
racialized notions of a good and deserving worker (for example, employers 
preferred Mexican immigrant workers over all others because they perceived 
them to be more industrious; employers also preferred Latino immigrant workers 
over White and Black immigrant workers, while they saw American born Latinos, 
African Americans and White Americans as the least desirable type of day labor 
worker) she did not examine the effects of age on employer preference. This 
current finding then adds to the body of literature by revealing that older workers 
may be at higher risk for decreased job opportunities and hence reduced 
psychological as well as economical well-being. The well-being of LDLs, such as 
older workers, who are no longer considered to be buen trabajoders (“good 
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workers”) may be negatively impacted because being perceived as a good worker 
is considered to be one of the highest compliments to LDLs (Walter et al., 2004).  
Older workers may also work more menial and lower paying jobs than 
their younger counterparts. As the member checking focus group also indicated, 
compared to their younger counterparts, LDLs may have more familial 
responsibilities and stressors impacting their well-being. It is worthwhile to note 
that the average age of a LDL was 37 years old and that approximately only 15% 
of the study participants were older than 50 years old. This finding indicates that 
day labor work may take a significant physical and emotional toll, forcing 
workers to retire at younger ages from this line of work.  
Religiosity was identified as a protective factor for well-being among 
LDLs. Specifically, LDLs who reported higher levels of religiosity had higher 
levels of well-being. This finding is congruent with studies of Latino 
farmworkers, a similar population to LDLs, which have found religiosity to have 
a positively impact well-being (J.D. Hovey & Magana, 2000).  Other studies on 
Latino populations have also found spirituality to be linked with positive mood 
and increased psychological well-being (Tovar, 2003). However, few studies 
indicate why religiosity may have an impact on the well-being of Latino 
immigrant workers. 
This study contributes to the knowledge base on LDLs by not only 
identifying religiosity as a protective factor but also contributing to an additional 
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understanding of why religiosity may be a protective factor in the lives of LDLs. 
Research has often focused on the ameliorative effects of spirituality on well-
being; however, this current study found that higher levels of religiosity may also 
elevate well-being through increased economic and social benefits. Specifically, 
findings indicate that those that attended church more often had more social ties 
and more social support than those who were not as religious. For example, 
church members tend to be united in their support for one another by offering help 
in times of emotional or financial need. Participants also identified the positive 
impact of increased church attendance on increased social networks, which 
improved chances of obtaining employment opportunities through personal 
referrals. Religion was then not only important because it offered spiritual 
wellness but also because it provided the opportunity to develop increased social 
networks that could provide social and emotional support hence serving as an 
important source of social capital. It is also worth noting that workers’ personal 
relationship with God seemed to be especially relevant as LDLs expressed that 
because of their inconsistent and long work hours they were often not able to 
attend church.  
 Sending remittances to family members was also found to be a protective 
factor for well-being among LDLs. One of the only other studies to have 
examined the relationship between sending remittances and well-being among 
low wage immigrant Latino workers, found that farmworkers who sent more 
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remittances to their family members had higher levels of well-being (Grzywacz et 
al., 2006). According to this study, many Latino migrants initially travel to the 
United States without their spouses or children. The need to support family 
financially while being separated from them for prolonged periods of time was 
found to impact the psychological well-being of Latino farmworkers. However, 
this study found that the ability to send remittances to support family members 
reduced the stressors associated with this separation and provided increased well-
being for Latino migrant farmworkers (Grzywacz et al., 2006). Similarly, Walter 
et al. (2002) suggest that distance away from family heightens anxiety among 
LDLs about their role and importance in the family unit. LDLs often worry that 
they are not fulfilling their duty as fathers, husbands, or sons. Consequently, 
sending remittances positively impacts LDLs’ well-being because their monetary 
contribution make them active contributors to the sustenance and well-being of 
their family and allow them to fulfill their gender role as breadwinners and 
providers. According to Walter et. al (2004):  
 Finding work that enables them to send money home, consequently, 
becomes a vindication of the choice they made to come to the United 
States. It legitimates them as patriarchs and providers and offers a 
sense of purpose, helping them endure homelessness and/or cold rainy 
days without work on the street corner punctuated on occasion by 
public ridicule. (p. 1163) 
 
Further insight regarding the protective impact of sending remittances can be 
gleaned from the work of role theorists who find that men receive considerable 
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psychological and social benefits in their perceived fulfillment of occupational 
gender role of provider (Hughes & Galinsky, 1994). The pride associated with 
being able to send remittances may then act as a powerful protective factor for 
well-being by buffering the effects of the many psychosocial and political 
problems LDLs face.  
THE RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS FOR SUBSTANCE USE AND ABUSE 
AMONG LDLS 
The study findings revealed that psychological distress was a potential risk 
factor for problem drinking while sending remittances to support family members 
was a protective factor. The participants in the member checking focus group 
indicated that LDLs that have more mental health problems may be more likely to 
engage in problem drinking to cope with their problems. This finding is congruent 
with Williams’(2003) study on men’s health, which found that men are at higher 
risk than women for abusing substances such as tobacco, alcohol, and other drugs 
to cope with emotional and social stressors (Williams, 2003). Problem drinking 
may then be means of external coping with emotional distress as masculine 
gender norms inhibit men from communicating their feelings and fears to others.  
This quantitative finding was consistent with the qualitative findings of 
this study. For example, a worker expressed that he had coped in the past with 
Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) like symptoms, brought on by a car 
 106 
accident, by drinking alcohol. He also relayed feeling concerned that he would 
start drinking again to cope with these feelings of psychological distress.   
…[He] seemed to be scoring very high on the anxiety subscale of the BSI. 
After the interview, I followed up on his feelings of anxiety by asking him 
why he thinks that he has been feeling “asustado sin razon” (scared for no 
reason) and he told me… that he could trace his “sustos” as far back as 3 
years ago when he was driving back from a club and he fell asleep at the 
wheel. I asked him if he attributed this accident to drinking and he said no. 
He said that the truth was that he was very sleepy when he was driving. He 
was adamant that it was not because he was drunk. He says sometimes he 
gets really scared when he is sitting in someone else’s car, in the passenger 
seat, and the driver breaks too hard -thinking that an accident may happen. 
He also says that he gets really scared when he is driving because he starts 
feeling really responsible for the life of his passenger and worries that he 
may again get into an accident.  
 
Another worker, who reported suicidal ideation and high levels of psychological 
distress, stated that he did not express his feelings to his friends and drank alcohol 
and smoked marijuana to cope with his emotional and social problems. Caution 
should be attached to the interpretation of this finding as no causal relationship 
between well-being and marijuana use was examined in this study.  
I smelled a waft of marijuana and saw one of the men that I had 
interviewed in my previous visits. I remembered him because he was 
louder than most of the workers and had a bike with a baby doll attached 
to his bike. I remembered him also because despite his macho demeanor in 
front of the other workers. This macho posturing disappeared when I 
started conducting my interview. He scored really high on the 
psychological distress scale and told me that he sometimes had thoughts 
about ending his life. He also told me that he often felt like that people did 
not understand him despite the fact that a lot of people on the corner knew 
him really well and often asked about him or for him. I also remembered 
that his demeanor changed when I started to interview him. I was also 
really surprised that he initially did not want to accept my gift card. He 
told me that he felt bad taking the gift card and that I should use it for 
something else. After we finished the interview- we shook hands and I 
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wished him luck. However, as my research assistant and I left the corner- 
and we said bye to the men that we passed by on our way to her car- he 
asked me if I could have a cup of coffee with him---and was back to being 
his loud and brash self in front of his friends. 
 
 Sending remittances to family members was not found to be a protective 
factor for problem drinking in the quantitative analysis. However, the member 
checking focus group found that remittances may be a protective factor against 
substance abuse for LDLs. Sending remittances may be a protective factor 
because it embodies the idealized purpose of immigrating to the United States: 
supporting family members. Conversely, the inability to send money to family 
members may be perceived as a failure of their purpose of immigrating to the 
United States and their failure to fulfill their role as men (Walter et al., 2004). 
LDLs may cope with the stress of this failure to send remittances through a 
gendered coping response which has been found to include health damaging 
behavior such as substance abuse (Williams, 2003). 
 Furthermore, not being able to send remittances may impact relationships 
with family members. Study participants stated that they often try to shield their 
family members from the stressors they experience in the United States. They 
frequently do not tell them about the many hardships they experience, even when 
they have been victimized by crime. For example, workers relayed that they do 
not tell their wives or other family members about instances where they have been 
victimized by wage theft because they do not want their relatives to worry about 
them. Instead, they avoid calling their family members because they do not want 
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to face the shame of telling their family that they will not be receiving any money. 
Unfortunately, Walter et. al.’s (2004) study found that this lack of communication 
with family members, especially in the case of spouses, often leads to distrust or 
suspicion of the LDL, further causing stress on the family system. 
DISCRIMINATION AND ITS IMPACT ON WELL-BEING AND SUBSTANCE USE 
AND ABUSE  
 Although the quantitative results indicated that discrimination is not 
significantly related to well-being or substance abuse, participants from the 
member checking focus group vigorously disagreed with this finding. LDLs 
discussed how their daily experiences of discrimination took a toll on their well-
being. They discussed how they felt marginalized by both local ordinances and 
authorities as well as national immigration policies. Specifically, LDLs talked 
about how anti-solicitation policies were discriminatory and stigmatized them as 
workers. They relayed that these policies classified them as trespassers and 
loiterers and categorized them as panhandlers who solicit money on the streets, 
instead of workers. Standing at the corner on Riverside, underneath a sign that 
stated, “No Vagabundear” (No Loitering), a LDL talked to me about how this 
sign affected him:  
He told me that he has a 8 year old and a 4 year old (who will soon 
be 5). He told me that everything that he did and sacrificed for was 
because of his family. He said, “A lot of times people use the 
word, ‘loiterer’ – but they don’t know the sacrifices that we make 
for our families.” (Muchas veces la gente usa la palabra, 
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‘vagabundear’ ---pero ellos no saben los sacrificios que hacemos 
para nuestra familia.)  
 
Workers also expressed feeling that local businesses in their 
neighborhoods discriminated against them. They talked about how the store at the 
day labor corner had a security guard who would often accuse them of 
trespassing. The workers expressed that they found this accusation to be 
extremely discriminatory because they felt that a majority, if not all of them, were 
frequent patrons or customers of this store. They also felt that the community 
often perceived them to be thieves, loiterers, or trouble makers. Participants stated 
their communities’ negative perception of them affected their feeling of well-
being. A worker asked me, “…if they know that we are here to work and that we 
are bringing them more business then why do they harass us with the police?”  
This finding supports existing literature on the effects of discrimination on 
the well-being of immigrant Latino workers. Quesada’s (1999) ethnographic 
study of LDLs in San Francisco explains that the day labor corner place LDLs 
into a homogenous stigmatized social category of “illegal aliens” – which often 
renders them vulnerable to scapegoating, repression, and exploitation by 
employers. Segmented into marginal and unskilled jobs opens them up to 
employer abuse, lack of labor mobility, and lack of job security (Taran, 2000). 
Furthermore, pushed to the margins, workers often live in racially segregated 
neighborhoods or “ethnic enclaves.” Although, many workers discussed how 
living in majority monolingual Spanish speaking Latino populations shielded 
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them from micro experiences of discrimination, it also perpetuated their further 
isolation from mainstream society.   
 In addition, a pilot survey of LDLs conducted in San Francisco (Organista 
& Kubo, 2005) indicates that discrimination is a salient variable in the lives of 
LDLs. The study found that after economic concerns, racism was one of the most 
frequently encountered problems in the past six months. Similarly, Alderete et al. 
(1999) study of Mexican migrant farmworkers (N=1001) demonstrated that those 
who reported high stress associated with discrimination had over twice the risk of 
depressive symptomatology than those with reported low levels of stress related 
to discrimination. Finch et al. (2004) also conducted a secondary data analysis of 
a sub-sample of adult migrant farmworkers from the Mexican American 
Prevalence and Services Survey (MAPSS) (n=1001) and found that 
discrimination was a significant predictor of depression among migrant 
farmworkers.  
It is possible that discrimination was not significantly related to well-being 
and substance use and abuse in this study because this measure did not 
appropriately tap workers’ conception of discrimination. The discrimination 
measure asked workers to report their individual or micro-level experiences with 
discrimination (e.g., “Because of my ethnic background, I feel that others often 
exclude me from participating in their activities.”) but did not ask them questions 
about their experiences of discrimination with macro-level factors such as policies 
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that negatively impact them (e.g., anti-loitering ordinances or immigration 
policies). It is possible that because LDLs encounter individual or micro-level 
experiences with discriminations so often, these experiences become normalized 
and barely noticed and, therefore, not reported as such. In contrast, workers’ 
discuss discrimination in a more sophisticated manner that encompasses macro, 
mezzo, and micro factors. For example, workers consistently discussed the link 
between the community’s distrust and misperceptions of them with the rise of 
punitive local policies against them. Future research might utilize the Structural 
Environmental conceptual framework (specifically designed to incorporate the 
micro, mezzo, and macro experiences of LDLs) to develop a culturally responsive 
discrimination measure (see Limitations and Recommendations for Future 
Research section below for further discussion).  
WEEKLY INCOME AND ACCULTURATION 
Surprisingly, weekly income was not related to LDLs’ feelings of well-
being or substance use and abuse. In the member checking focus group, workers 
stated that weekly income may not be related to well-being because their income 
was different week to week. The workers stated that they did not earn much one 
week, but knew how to manage their money, and the lack of money that week 
would not affect their feelings of well-being or substance use. Most day laborers 
live under the federal poverty threshold due to pay-rate variability from employer 
to employer, inconsistent employment, and wage theft or denial of payment for 
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wages earned by employers (Valenzuela, 2003). In fact, LDLs often enter the 
United States already in debt. According to Walter et al.’s (2002), as the border-
crossing journey has become increasingly difficult due to restrictive policy, so has 
the cost of paying guides or “coyotes” who lead groups of immigrants across the 
border. They found that day laborers often borrowed this money from friends and 
family members and spent the first several months in the United States repaying 
the debt. Furthermore, findings from a pilot survey of 102 MDLs in the San 
Francisco Bay Area (Organista & Kubo, 2005) reveal that lack of money is one of 
LDLs’ main concerns and is a significant risk-factor for excessive drinking 
(Organista, 2007). Perhaps weekly income was not an appropriate measure of 
income as there is much variance in the amount of money LDLs earn every week.  
Acculturation was excluded from the quantitative analysis because little 
variance was found in the study’s sample’s acculturation levels. Members of the 
study sample had very low levels of acculturation. However, it is important to 
note that the literature on acculturation and Latinos indicates that increased length 
of stay in the United States is associated with deteriorating health behaviors and 
health status of Latinos as the result of increased acculturation and loosening of 
previous social support networks, traditions, and values, among other social ties 
(W. A. Vega & Amaro, 1994). Researchers have noted a health paradox whereby 
recent Latino immigrants seem to have better mental health than more 
acculturated Latinos (Alderete et al., 1999). Although it is unclear why recent 
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immigrants who face stressors and exposure to a myriad of psychosocial risk-
factors are more protected from mental health problems, one explanation is that 
immigrants are a self-selected group of motivated, hearty, and resilient people as 
these strengths are often required to immigrate (W. A. Vega & Amaro, 1994). 
Alderete et al. (1999), using a sub-sample of Mexican migrant farmworkers from 
the Mexican American Prevalence and Services Survey (MAPSS) (n=1001) found 
that respondents with high levels of acculturation had more than six times the risk 
of being depressed compared to those with low levels of acculturation. Higher 
levels of acculturation have also been found to account for increased substance 
use disorders among Latinos (Ortega, Rosenheck, Alegria, & Desai, 2000; W.A. 
Vega et al., 1998). 
LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH   
This study contributes to our understanding of LDLs by providing further 
insight regarding this population’s well-being and substance use and abuse. As 
with any study, this one has several limitations that will be discussed below with 
some recommendations for future research that may address these limitations.  
First, although this study utilized measures that have been shown to have 
sufficient reliability and validity with Latino populations, some of these measures 
may not have adequately tapped into LDLs’ unique cultural and contextual 
experiences. Specifically, the well-being measure used for this study, the BABS 
(Bradburn & Noll, 1969), was not normed on Latino populations. In addition, this 
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standardized measure asks participants to rate their positive and negative affect on 
a two point scale (yes or no) which disallows a rich understanding of how well-
being is defined and experienced by this population. Thus, in-depth qualitative 
inquiry is recommended for exploring how LDLs define their well-being. Such a 
study could also lead to the development of a contextually and culturally 
responsive measure of well-being among LDLs. A measure that has been 
developed based upon LDLs’ unique needs as well as cultural and contextual 
conditions would offer significant insight into the emotional states of LDLs. Such 
a measure could include subscales of constructs that LDLs identify as impacting 
their well-being, such as immigration policies, workers’ rights abuses, health, 
poverty, anxiety, and depression, among others. A qualitative study could also be 
a first step in developing a contextually appropriate measure of discrimination. As 
the findings reported, this current study’s quantitative phase did not detect any 
significant relationships between discrimination and well-being or substance use 
and abuse. However, the qualitative findings point out the important and 
deleterious role of discrimination on well-being and substance use. A potential 
explanation for these conflicting results could be that the discrimination measure 
used for this study was not appropriate as it did not conceptually operationalize 
discrimination in a manner that is congruent with LDLs’ experiences. Oher 
researchers have previously noted the need for a discrimination measure that is 
validated and consists of multi-item measures of experiences of racial 
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discrimination (Krieger, Smith, Naishadham, Hartman, & Barbeau, 2005). The 
Structural Environment conceptual framework can provide the theoretical 
background necessary to understand LDLs’ micro, mezzo and macro experiences 
of discrimination (Organista, 2007). This conceptual framework may be 
especially relevant as it discusses the impact of superstructural, environmental, 
and individual factors on the lives of LDLs. Specifically, the Structural 
Environment conceptual framework provides insight regarding the influence of  
United States immigration policies  coupled with reduced restrictions on trade that 
lead to a population of undocumented and stigmatized labor migrants. This 
framework further taps into the stress associated with experiencing discrimination 
from the community and the local government (such as harassment from law 
enforcement) and individual coping and stress responses to these experiences with 
discrimination.  
Another second study limitation is the usage of purposive theoretical 
sampling, a non-probability sampling technique, which limits the 
representativeness and generalizabiltiy of the findings. As such, the results of this 
study are based on three day labor corners in one city. However, as the study’s 
aim was to offer a preliminary understanding of potential risk and protective 
factors impacting well-being and substance abuse, this sampling method was 
considered appropriate. As LDLs are a “hard to reach” population, the use of 
purposive theoretical sampling greatly facilitated the location and recruitment of 
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study participants. Future studies with LDLs can utilize more representative 
sampling techniques to examine whether the risk and protective variables found in 
this current study hold true. In addition, the risk and protective variables 
elucidated by this current study can be utilized for future larger-scale 
epidemiological study with this population. A large-scale study is recommended 
to examine within group ethnic differences among LDLs, as previous research has 
indicated that Central American immigrants had higher levels of generalized 
distress and psychosocial stress associated with the immigration process 
compared to Mexican immigrants (Salgado de Snyder, Cervantes, & Padilla, 
1990).  
Future large-scale studies could also utilize Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM) to test theoretical models of directional and non-directional linear 
relationships among variables. Although multiple regression analysis was 
appropriate for this study’s aim of investigating the relationships between the 
predictor variables and dependent variables, future studies can utilize Structural 
Equation Modeling to test the directional and non-directional relationship 
between variables. While multiple regression investigates one relationship at a 
time, SEM  is able to examine a series of interrelated dependent relationships 
simultaneously (Cheong & Leckenby, 2004). For example, a field note from one 
of my research assistants indicates the often interrelated nature of variables.  
He has lived here in the United States for almost 40 years. When I 
interviewed him… and got to the alcohol questions…he really let loose. 
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He never cried but he did get incredibly sad, so much so that I felt like 
crying. He began by talking about his life as it was now. He said that 
here he had nothing, he lived with a few roommates but he was in 
constant fear of being thrown out. When I asked him why, he told me 
that because he is very old…it's much harder for him to get a job. 
Consequently, he makes less money and doesn't contribute much to the 
household. He proceeded to tell me quite a bit about his life. He had 
grown up in a little village in Mexico…When he came to the United 
States, he was married and had four kids. But once here, the distance and 
the loneliness drove him to drinking, so much drinking that currently he's 
in a state of perpetual drunkenness. And divorced. He also stopped 
sending money home several years ago…He drank so much that many 
people over the years had told him it was dangerous and that he should 
stop. He ignored them... On several occasions he's gotten so drunk that 
he's been hit by drivers. One time, his leg broke from wandering the 
streets drunk, in the dark, and getting hit. When he mentioned this, he 
kneeled down, pulled up his pant leg and showed me the maltreated lump 
where the fracture had been. I was sad, because there wasn't much I 
could do for him except refer him to services and hope…the referral 
would make a difference.  
 
In this case, it can be inferred that psychological distress, substance abuse, and 
masculinity are all interrelated. As research with LDLs continues to grow and 
offer insight towards theory development, SEM will undoubtedly be a useful tool 
to test theoretical models with LDLs, such as Organista’s (2007) Structural 
Environment framework.  
Third, this study could have been impacted by several threats to its 
internal validity. As LDLs are a vulnerable population, workers could have been 
reluctant to discuss their psychological well-being and substance use with a 
researcher. This study included several precautions to minimize the effects of 
social desirability. For example, the researcher spent a significant amount of time 
building trust and rapport with this population so that they would feel more 
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comfortable discussing difficult or taboo issues with her and her research 
assistants. Valdez and Kaplan’s (1999) methodological procedures to establish 
entry into “hidden” communities proved to be especially useful in building this 
essential trust with this community. To further minimize social desirability, all 
interviews were conducted in spots distant from the earshot of other workers to 
ensure the confidentiality of participants’ responses. Also, all interviews were 
conducted in Spanish, the LDLs native language, and by interviewers fluent in 
Spanish.   
As this study utilized non-probability sampling technique, researcher bias 
could have had an additional effect on the results of this study. For instance, my 
field notes record how my bias towards a worker could have impacted my study. 
In fact, it should be noted that I did not approach this worker for recruitment for 
study participation, he approached me, and it is possible that I would not have 
included him in the study if he had not approached me.  
I saw him urinate behind the car wash and I noticed that he was carrying a 
brown paper bag that was covering a beer can. He stood out to me because 
he walked seemingly aimlessly... I also [saw him] smoking [marijuana] 
out behind the carwash. Knowing that he had just urinated and had not 
washed his hands – I had a difficult time shaking his hand – but forced 
myself to do it anyway. 
 
In this case, my negative bias towards this worker prevented me from 
approaching him for recruitment. Although, I was fortunate that this worker was 
included in the study, there could have been other instances where my or my 
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research assistants’ negative perceptions or bias could have served as a source of 
sampling bias. The use of multiple interviewers was then instrumental in 
minimizing researcher subjectivity as researchers were encouraged to consistently 
check each others subjectivity. Also, one researcher may have approached a 
worker that the other would not. The use of multiple researchers and consensus 
building in the qualitative analysis in the arrival of themes was also employed to 
minimize the effects of researcher subjectivity in the interpretation of the 
qualitative results.   
 The mixed methods approach used in this study was another important 
way of maximizing internal validity. The use of participant identified variables 
allowed for the incorporation of the lived experiences of LDLs in the study. 
Furthermore, the member checking phase allowed LDLs to provide insight and 
offer feedback on the validity of the quantitative findings in accordance with their 
experiences as day laborers. 
Finally, research on the effects of injury on substance use and abuse is 
highly recommended. According to Walter et al. (2004), injured workers are at 
higher risk for developing psychological problems as injury severely limits their 
ability to obtain work. Day laborers have a high prevalence of work injury with 
one in five reporting having suffered a work-related injury (Valenzuela et al., 
2006). Work-related injury may be especially important to the fiscal and 
psychological well-being of LDLs as injury can often lead to lost work time. Lack 
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of access to health care may compound the impact of work-related injury on 
LDLs’ lives. Without access to health care, recovery can take longer or may be 
more likely to result in permanent damage or disability. In addition, Walter et al.’s 
(2002) ethnographic study of 40 Latino day laborers in the San Francisco Bay 
Area, including some with work-related injuries, revealed that substance abuse 
and dependence accompanied injury as well as depression and anxiety. This may 
be due to the fact that alcohol has anesthetic effects and can numb pain but is also 
a depressant drug that can exacerbate depression and contribute to injuries, 
accidents, and legal difficulties.  
This current study reveals the potential of a similar correlation between 
injury and problem drinking. Although, work related injury was not a variable that 
was included for the analysis of this current study, my field notes document such 
observations in the field:  
He told me that while working for a construction company in Miami he 
fell five stories. He was unconscious and was in a coma for five days in a 
hospital and could not eat for six days. He had a head injury and showed 
me where he had stitches…The accident happened in 2005 and he filed a 
case with workers’ compensation and is now thinking about hiring a new 
lawyer since he feels that his current lawyer has not taken his case that 
seriously. Because of his accident he has headaches, loses his balances and 
now has a fear of heights. He told me that he drinks to alleviate the pain 
from his injury. (According his scores on the AUDIT – his drinking level 
is very high).  
IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE 
 This study has several implications for social work practice with LDLs. 
Social work has underscored the importance of incorporating cultural and 
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contextual understanding in the development of community based programming 
and interventions with marginalized populations. However, the paucity of 
research on LDLs has prevented the effective incorporation of population-specific 
knowledge to develop culturally-efficacious and strengths-based programming 
with this population. This study’s identification of potential modifiable risk and 
protective factors offers an opportunity to include an understanding of these 
variables in the development of programming and interventions.  
 Practitioners working with LDLs must be aware of the various contextual 
factors that may affect their psychological distress. Research indicates that 
nationally, substantial proportions of LDLs are undocumented and cross the 
border illegally. Crossing the border often entails walking for days through arid 
land with limited supplies of water and food. In fact, according to a 2006 report 
by the United States Government Accountability Office (GAO), border crossing 
deaths have doubled since 1995, despite lack of corresponding increases in illegal 
border crossings. In 2005 there were 154 documented cases of lives lost crossing 
the border. The treacherous conditions involved in crossing the border have a 
significant impact on LDLs. Fear of La Migra (U.S. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services) is ever present in the lives of many LDSs. 
Practitioners must also consider that economic insecurity is inherent as 
day labor work is unpredictable. Organista and Kubo’s (2005) pilot study of 
LDLs and HIV-risk taking behavior in San Francisco found that unemployment 
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and underemployment were one of the most frequently cited concerns among 
respondents. The significant presence of worker rights’ abuses compounds the 
work related stressors experienced by many LDLs. Valenzuela et al.’s (2006) first 
national study of day laborers reports the preponderance of worker rights’ abuses 
in day labor work. The results of the current study similarly show that more than 
half LDLs who participated have been victimized by wage theft by an employer at 
least once. Furthermore, about a quarter of participants reported having been 
threatened physically or verbally by an employer at least once in the past year.  
 Practitioners should then take into account that LDLs who are often 
undocumented are especially vulnerable to exploitation as they fear exposure if 
they report crime to the police. Walter et al.’s (2002) ethnographic study of LDLs 
found that workers expressed feeling dispensable, thus curtailing any protest 
regarding unsafe or abusive work conditions. This current study observed similar 
findings as documented by my field notes:  
Another man that I interviewed was 19 years old and told me that he was 
ready to “face reality- anything that comes” (afrentar la realidad – todo lo 
que venga) when I asked him what got him through the often harsh 
periods of his life. He also told me that he had been assaulted six or seven 
times while he has been living here... He says that he has been assaulted 
by Chicano gangs because they know that they (the workers) carry cash on 
them. But he has also been assaulted by other immigrant Latino men who 
were drunk and just wanted to pick a fight. I noticed that one of his eyes 
looked reddish – so I asked him what happened there – and he told me that 
he had just had been mugged day before yesterday. He told me that he has 
never reported these muggings to the police.  
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In cases where workers have sought services, lack of cultural responsiveness 
could serve as an additional barrier to continued services. For example, I spoke to 
a homeless worker who told me that he lived on the streets with other Latino 
workers. My field notes report my conversation with him.  
When I asked this man – why he did not live at the Local Homeless 
Shelter he told me that he did not trust the shelter and that he preferred to 
sleep with people that he knew [other Latino workers].  He told me that he 
had been assaulted before for beers and cigarettes at knife point... and he 
did not call the police.  
 
In this case, this worker preferred to live on the streets with other Latino workers 
rather than live in a shelter where he stated he did not understand the language (he 
was monolingual in Spanish).  
 Previous research conducted by the primary researcher indicates a scarcity 
of Spanish speaking services, especially for people who are undocumented (Negi 
& Furman, 2006) . Without knowledge of available services, LDLs are often left 
to seek out appropriate sources and navigate through complex bureaucratic 
systems to meet their basic needs. The needs of LDLs may be left unmet without 
the availability of adequate number of Spanish speaking social service providers 
who can assist them in this process. The limited social services provided to this 
population pose an ethical dilemma for social work professionals whose code of 
ethics entails the provision of services to society’s most marginalized populations.  
 To meet the needs of increasing monolingual Spanish speaking 
population, social service agencies must actively recruit and retain Spanish-
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speaking social service providers. Social service organization can provide 
financial compensation for multi-lingual ability as incentive to aid their 
recruitment efforts. It is also important that social service organizations actively 
work to retain their Spanish speaking providers. Organizations should be careful 
that their Spanish-speaking providers do not have unmanageable caseloads and 
fewer resources compared to monolingual English-speaking providers. 
Furthermore, as with all social service providers, it is important that  
Spanish- speaking providers have an opportunity to de-brief on difficult cases as 
well as a venue to vent feelings of frustration, joy, etc. with their supervisors. 
Universities should also take a more active role in contributing to the increase of 
Spanish-speaking professionals in the social service workforce. Universities 
should actively work on recruiting and retaining students who, in addition to the 
required criteria for admission, have linguistic ability in Spanish. 
Practitioners can develop programs that decrease social isolation. As the 
qualitative results indicate, LDLs often report the lack of “dry” social activities 
that are cost-efficient. Many also report a passion for playing soccer. Local 
community-based organizations could coordinate soccer games. Such group 
activity could minimize social isolation and enhance LDLs’ social networks. 
Local organizations could also utilize these soccer groups to provide outreach, 
health education, or referrals to additional appropriate services. Practitioners may 
also place special attention or screening for psychological and health problems 
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with older LDLs as study results indicate that they are at higher risk for reduced 
feelings of well-being.   
It is also important that practitioners utilize the existing strengths of this 
population in developing programs and interventions. This current study indicates 
that sending remittances to family members is a protective factor for both well-
being and substance use and abuse. This study’s qualitative findings imply that 
sending remittances is protective because it allows the worker to fulfill the gender 
role of “provider.” Conversely, when workers are unable to send money to their 
family members, they feel like failures and often temporarily stop communicating 
with family members to avoid associated shame. Practitioners can then develop 
programs or interventions that leverage the pride that workers feel in their ability 
to send money to support family members. Furthermore, a men’s group that 
facilitates discussion regarding feelings associated with their work and life 
conditions may be beneficial. A men’s group may be more effective than 
individual counseling as it allows the men to share their experiences with other 
men who are in similar conditions as them thereby facilitating solidarity and 
support among the men due to these common experiences. It should be noted that 
while conducting the focus group for this research study, several workers 
approached me to tell me that they had really enjoyed participating in a group that 
was focused on discussing their well-being. They conveyed that this was one of 
the first times that they had vocalized the pain and pride associated with their 
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work and life conditions. As a worker thanked me for conducting the focus group, 
he also told me that it had meant a lot to him because “it was nice to get things off 
his shoulders, sometimes.”  Thus, social service organizations are strongly 
recommended to facilitate therapeutic groups with LDLs.  
This men’s group could also provide an opportunity to teach LDLs 
strategies on how to cope with their life stressors as well as effective 
communication skills. Previous research indicates that workers’ often do not 
communicate the hardships they experience in the United States with their family 
members (Walter et al., 2004) or the reasons why they are unable to send money, 
such as inconsistent employment opportunities, wage theft, or injury. As a result 
of this lack of communication, family members often begin to feel that their 
partners have forgotten them or are spending all their money on themselves.  
Social service organizations can provide opportunities for increased 
communication between family members in addition to teaching effective 
communication strategies. To this end, local organizations in both the United 
States and Latin America can build transnational partnerships to ensure the health 
of workers and their families on both sides of the border. For example, a cost-
effective manner of increasing communication could include the use of SKYPE, 
an online service offering free telephonic services to internet users. Organizations 
on both sides of the border could provide access to this service to workers and 
family members. This service could also have the additional organizational 
 127 
benefit of attracting more workers to the organization and the use of other 
services. Offering SKYPE to workers is very low cost as it only requires internet 
service and a computer.   
Interestingly, while religiosity was found to be a protective factor among 
this population, workers often reported not being able to attend church as much as 
they would like to. This is illustrated by the ethnographic notes of one of my 
research assistants:  
…When I asked if they [LDLs] went to church or not many said that since 
they’d been here [in the United States] they hadn’t, but when in their 
native countries, especially Mexico, they claimed to go to church every 
Sunday, sin falta (“without fail”). Two possible conclusions come out of 
this. Many of the men I spoke to said that they didn’t go to church because 
they needed time to relax. Others just simply didn’t go.  
 
Outreach by church or other religious organizations, for those workers that are 
religious, was then especially helpful. For example, a local church would drive a 
van to one of the day labor corners every Sunday. Those workers that were 
interested in attending church were provided with transportation to the church and 
back. This greatly facilitated their ability to attend church, as workers would often 
arrive at the day labor corner looking for work, and if they were unable to find 
work by the time that the church van came, they would attend church. This way 
they felt that they had not wasted their time attending church when they could 
have been working.  
Finally, with the advent of anti-immigration policy, social workers have a 
crucial role in ensuring the well-being of LDLs. The Council of Social Work 
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Education’s Educational Policy Accreditation Standards program objectives as 
well as the Social Work Code of Ethics underscore the importance of social justice 
training in social work education and practice. The Social Work profession is in 
fact one of very few professions that explicitly bases its identity on restoring and 
enabling social justice. This specialized focus on social justice places social work 
in the distinct position to meet the service needs and human rights concerns that 
face LDLs.  
IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY 
 Effective policy development is crucial as day labor continues to grow on 
a national level. It is clear that the unregulated nature of day labor work places its 
majority Latino immigrant workforce under considerable risk for workplace 
injury and workers’ rights abuses. The violation of labor standards prevalent in 
day labor is especially compelling as many day laborers are undocumented 
workers who have immigrated to the United States to find work to support 
themselves and their family. On the margins of society, workers are often 
unaware of their rights or too fearful to complain to authorities about the workers’ 
rights abuses that they face. Subsequently, many crimes against day laborers 
remain unreported. Significant outreach to workers is needed to inform day 
laborers of their rights as workers and the resources available to prevent their 
further victimization. Outreach is especially important as a national study of day 
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laborers reports that approximately 70% of them do not know where to report 
workers’ rights abuses.  
 Local organizations and authorities are slowly beginning to respond to 
crime against immigrant workers. However, policy plays a significant role in 
shaping the agenda and funding human service organizations. In the case of day 
laborers, immigration policies, in particular, significantly impact services. Recent 
anti-immigrant policies have severely impacted social service agency’s abilities to 
provide services to day laborers as monies available for services to undocumented 
people are often sparse, mired in controversy, or outlawed. For example, 
Proposition 200, a proposed Arizona immigration law if implemented would 
require human service providers employed in the public sector to deny services to 
their undocumented clients. Many such similar policies are being implemented 
nationally. Consequently, the few organizations or agencies that are providing 
services and outreach to day laborers are often operating on shoestring budgets 
with minimal staff. In fact, a study of day laborers in New York found that only 
10% of day laborers turned to community organizations to address workplace 
concerns or potential action against an abusive employer (Valenzuela et al., 
2006).   
 The overwhelming need for services and rights protection cannot be solely 
addressed by community organizations. In the course of this study, countless day 
laborers discussed their experiences with wage theft and workers’ rights abuses, 
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including physical injury. My field notes describe many such instances. I provide 
three cases of wage theft below:   
…One of them [day laborers] told me a story of how he got $3000 stolen 
(unpaid wages). He says that he had all the paper work to prove it but the 
employer left for Mexico so there was nothing that he could do. He says 
that he kept the paper work for years because he felt so bad that so much 
money had been stolen from him. Jut recently he got rid of all the 
paperwork (proving that he had worked for this employer and that he had 
owed him $3000).  
 
 
The worker told us that he had “lost” about $300 last month and at that 
point had decided to not do anything about it. But now he is having a hard 
time paying his rent and wants that money to be recovered.  
 
He told me that about a month ago he was not paid for his work by a 
patrón who owed him $600 in wages. Because of this incident of salary 
theft he stated, “I feel fearful when I look for work now since they did not 
pay me the last time [sic: that I worked]”  (me siento temoroso cuando 
busco trabajo ahora porque no me pagaron la ultima vez). He told me that 
he now felt, “what is the point of working if I am not going to get paid for 
all my efforts?”  I told him to talk to the Local Organization but he told me 
that he did not have time to attend their nightly meetings (which is 
required for any worker that tries to file a wage theft case with the Local 
Organization).  
 
Clearly, wage theft is a significant problem that profoundly affects day laborers 
economically, socially, and even psychologically. It is also clear that although the 
work of community organizations is heroic and instrumental, there is a desperate 
need for further safety needs and protections safeguarding the basic human rights 
of workers.  
 The rise of anti-solicitation policies and backlash against day laborers 
from community members is also a major issue that policymakers should address. 
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In the course of this study alone, the researcher observed rapid changes at day 
labor corners in the city where this research was conducted. This change was most 
dramatic at the Riverside corner where first anti-loitering signs began to appear. 
Next, a security guard was employed by Walgreens to patrol the areas 
surrounding the store to monitor any “loitering” activity. These changes along 
with a proposed anti-solicitation ordinance (the City Councilwoman who 
sponsored it later withdrew it due to protest by activists and community 
organizations) and the opening of a new day labor center all exacerbated the 
insecurity that the workers felt. Rumors quickly began to spread that the 
Immigration Customs Enforcement (ICE) would appear at the corner to arrest 
undocumented workers or that the local police would issue tickets to all day 
laborers soliciting work at the corner thus effectively “closing” the corner for 
employment opportunities.  
 Many cities have dealt with this uneasy tension between their city’s need 
for labor and the community’s opposition to day laborer corners through worker 
centers. Nationally, there are approximately 63 day labor centers in 17 states 
(Valenzuela et al., 2006). Both day labor scholars and activists seem to largely 
agree that worker centers are the most comprehensive and effective response to 
address both workers’ rights and the community’s concerns regarding day labor. 
Valenzuela et al., (2006) provide several recommendations for developing 
effective worker centers. First, they recommend that worker centers be visible and 
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centrally located at places where workers and employers are likely to look for 
work. Second, they recommend that worker centers be addressed as a policy 
response which incorporates the voices, insights, and opinions of day laborers and 
employers. Third, the use of a diverse financial base of support is recommended 
for the fiscal sustainability of the center. Finally, they suggest that worker centers 
maintain realistic expectations and that employer, worker, merchant, and resident 
buy-in takes time.  
 Without these elements in place worker centers can be largely ineffective. 
In the case of the current study, LDLs often voiced concerns regarding the worker 
centers in the city. When asked why they did not attend the worker centers, LDLs 
stated several reasons including location, lack of transportation (the centers were 
often located in areas that were either too far or not on the bus route from where 
many of the workers lived), and the perceived unfair nature of the current 
“lottery” system of allocating employment opportunities to workers (which means 
that workers arriving at different times of the day had the same chance of 
procuring a job for the day). Finally, they felt that not many employers knew or 
used the worker centers to look for potential employees. Workers also stated that 
they had some hesitation attending worker centers because they did not want to be 
confused with panhandlers or ex-convicts who were also looking for employment 
at the worker centers. 
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LDLs also had specific recommendations that would potentially attract 
them to a worker center. They stated that employment opportunities should be 
allocated on a first come, first served basis as this was fairer than the current 
lottery system. Furthermore, they stated that the interior layout of day labor 
centers often does not facilitate interaction or community building. A day laborer 
described the seating lay out: “Everyone is sitting in a line. They look like 
sardines!” (Todos estan sentado en linea. Parecen sardina!). As workers often 
wait long hours for employment opportunities, they recommended some form of 
entertainment that would prevent boredom as well as capitalize on their waiting 
time. Specifically, day laborers recommended opportunities for English lessons, 
and the availability of books in both Spanish and English. Day laborers also 
demonstrated interest in the self-governance and regulation of the center. They 
suggested that worker centers could have an elected day labor representative who 
would be in charge of facilitating the rules of the center and organizing the social 
activities. Interestingly, the workers also discussed the possibility of opportunities 
for workers to discuss their life stories. This lends further weight to the notion that 
men’s groups may be an effective manner of providing therapeutic services to this 
population. Finally, day laborers stated that other important factors included 
respectful treatment, fair pay, and the availability of clean bathrooms and coffee.  
The inclusion and incorporation of day laborers feedback is crucial in 
obtaining buy-in from this community. The failure to incorporate their insight can 
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be highly detrimental and can render the worker center an ineffective alternative 
to public day labor corners. My field notes on the opening of a worker center 
highlight some limitations that could have been easily avoided if day laborers’ 
input was taken into account. 
In the case of this worker center, day laborers’ significant distrust of the 
police was not taken into account. Consequently, some day laborers did not feel 
comfortable to use the center in fear of deportation or confinement because of 
their potential legal documentation status.     
Today was the grand-opening of a Center…I immediately noticed, as soon 
as I got there, the incredible police presence. Meaning, 10 or so police cars 
were parked at the parking lot of the center… I went up to one of the 
workers …when I pointed out the cops and asked him what he thought, he 
told me that he had come to the center, in a car, with three other men and 
when they had seen the cops, they decided to leave. He told me in 
colloquial language that he or no one else for that matter likes cops.  
 
 The police authorities’ effort to outreach to workers, at the center’s grand 
opening, was also incomplete as it involved handing them plastic bags with useful 
numbers and resources. In addition, none of the officers were observed to 
communicate with the mostly monolingual Spanish speaking day laborers in 
Spanish. In fact, the police officers mainly stood at their booth waiting for 
workers to approach them with any questions or comments. I did not observe any 
day laborers approach the police booth but it is possible that they did.  
This worker center’s lack of inclusion of day laborers’ input was also 
evident in the administration of the grand opening ceremony. All the speeches and 
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recognitions were all announced in English. No translator was present to interpret 
the events to the mostly monolingual Spanish speaking day laborers present. As a 
result, many if not most of the day laborers did not know what was being said or 
what was going on.  
There were several city employees and other ‘dignitaries’ or stakeholders 
or committee members around. These representatives were majority white 
and non-Spanish speaking. The staff and the state workers all seemed to 
be in a celebratory mood, congratulating each other, chatty and all smiles. 
In comparison, the workers just sat there. Almost disjointed from all the 
festivities that were going on…at one point one of the city officials came 
up to three of the workers and was saying something to them in English 
(which they did not understand) –shook their hands and walked off.  
The apparent guest of honor went up to the podium and started 
speaking. The worker that I was sitting with asked me about what was 
going on…and I realized that there was no context for the workers to 
really understand what was going on. In their monolinguality and life on 
the corner, as things and other lives sped by, they had learned to detach 
from moments such as these ---not because they wanted to but because 
these moments themselves remained detached from them. So I told him 
about what was going on. I tried to translate the gist. He asked me who 
that man was –and I did not know who he was myself.  
 
The day laborers’ exclusion from a basic understanding of what was occurring at 
the center no doubt contributed to their feelings of alienation. This was especially 
evident in their initial refusal to partake in the breakfast meal that the center had 
provided for them.  
…the fact that breakfast tacos and fruits and snacks were being offered 
were presented and told to the workers. But the workers all said that they 
had eaten and did not get up to get the food. A couple of the officials came 
up to them and said in English to go eat and pointed at the food. One 
Latina woman said, “Its for you” (es para usted).  But I guess to the 
workers it did not seem like the food was for them. The city had spent so 
much energy and all of these festivities to congratulate themselves and to 
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appease themselves – so it was definitely not “para usted.” The men kept 
on saying that they just had already had food. I saw a woman who finally 
started talking to some of the workers in Spanish. She had a badge and 
looked like she worked for the center or was someone from the 
Department of Health. But she was having a good conversation with the 
workers and even asked them if they wanted her to accompany them to get 
the food. The workers refused and said that they eaten already. Finally 
some workers started getting up and getting food. And then the others all 
started as well. At one point when I was getting myself tacos- I saw those 
same guys that had been talking to that woman. They were hovering 
behind me… later I noticed that the same guys were going back for fruits 
and returning with sheepish smiles on their faces.  
 
It is also possible that the day laborers would have felt more comfortable to eat 
the food and being at the worker center if they had more opportunities to interact 
with one another. Unfortunately, the worker center was set up with chairs facing 
the front of the room (instead of a circular seating setting that is more conducive 
to conversation, as discussed earlier) and did not allow for much interaction 
among the workers.  
 Although, the worker center is still under operation, a little less than a year 
since its grand opening, it has been regarded a failure by many in the activist 
community. It can be imagined that the City, who funded this worker center, 
shares this view as public day labor corners continue in Austin and so do the 
tensions that exist between community members and day laborers. As this 
example indicates, the development of an effective worker center necessitates the 
inclusion of day laborers’ perspectives and ideas.  
It should be underscored that although worker centers can potentially be 
an effective policy response, creative strategies leveraging this community’s 
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strengths are highly recommended. Day labor corners may be one such site for 
strengths based policy intervention. Day labor corners often serve as a 
psychosocial space where friendships and social networks are born, even though, 
they can be associated with hardships. Turnovsky’s (2004) ethnographic study of 
day laborers in the East Coast revealed similar findings where she concluded that 
despite significant hardships, day labor sites provided a space for LDLs to 
develop a sense of camaraderie and community. In my field research, I often 
encountered workers who told me that they had come to the corner to be with 
friends and to escape the loneliness they felt in their empty living quarters. An 
example of how the day labor corner’s existing strengths can be used is provided 
by a worker:  
He proceeded to tell me that he thought they needed a corner or a space, 
not like the day labor centers, but one that was like the corner in many 
ways but with more resources. He suggested that the day labor corner 
could have a shelter for the rain and sun and other resources such as 
English classes etc. He also suggested that a sign could indicate where the 
men should line up to look for work (on a first-come –first-served basis) to 
curtail the mad rush of workers that crowd around a car that stops to look 
for workers.  
 
As the worker finished telling me his recommendations, he said he was hopeful 
that my study would lead to improved conditions and services for workers. 
Despite this population’s considerable strengths and resiliencies, the significant 
workers’ and human rights abuses that this population faces cannot be solely 
overcome through their individual efforts. Thus, the essential contributions of 
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Latino Day Laborers’ to the fabric of the United States compel the advancement 
of effective programming and socially just policy. 
APPENDIX 1: ENGLISH QUANTITATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE  
 
Hello my name is Nalini Negi and I am a student at the University of Texas as 
Austin. I am conducting a research study on what day laborers do to feel good 
about their work and their life. Hopefully, the results of this study will inform 
social services for you.  
 
If you decide to participate, the questionnaire will take about 15 -20  minutes to 
complete. A $10 gift card to HEB will be given to you to compensate for your 
time.  If you agree to talk to me, I will not ask your name and no one else outside 
of the group will know that you participated in this study.  
The questions I will ask you relate to what to do to feel good. 
 
 Please feel free not to answer any question that you may feel uncomfortable. If 
there is a question you do not want to answer, just tell me. You don’t have to 
answer all the questions. You can also let me know if you would like to stop this 
interview at any time. Also, if you need to stop the interview because of an 
employment opportunity- please free to do so. In this case, I will compensate you 
for your time because I know that your employment is the most important. 
 
Would you like to participate? Would you consider your self to be Latino day 
laborer? Do you have approximately 15-20 minutes to talk with me?  
 
 
 1. How old are you? ___ ___  
 
 2. Where were you born?  
 
  1 Mexico :________________________________________ 
  2 Centro America :____________________________________ 
  3 U.S. :______________________________________ 
  4 Other Country? :____________________________________________ 
 
 3. How many times have you come to the U.S. to work?  
 
  ___ ___ 
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 4. In total, how much time have you worked in the U.S. as a day laborer?  
 
  ___ ___    Years 
  ___ ___    Months  
 
  
 
 5. In general, what language do you speak?  Would you say just Spanish? 
Spanish more than English, both equally, more English than Spanish or just 
English?  
 
  1 Just        2 Spanish more than  3Both     4English more than 5 English  
   Spanish      English                   Equally  Spanish  Only 
 
 6. In general what language do you speak at home?  
  1 Just        2 Spanish more than  3Both     4English more than 5 English  
   Spanish      English                   Equally  Spanish  Only 
 
 7. In general, what language do you think in?  
 
  1 Just        2 Spanish more than  3Both     4English more than 5 English  
   Spanish      English                   Equally  Spanish  Only 
 
 
 8. In general what language do you speak to your friends in? 
 
  1 Just        2 Spanish more than  3Both     4English more than 5 English  
   Spanish      English                   Equally  Spanish  Only 
 
 9. How many years of school have you completed?  
 
  ___ ___ Years 
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 10. What is your weekly income? 
 
  1 less than $100   
  2 between than $101 and $200  
  3 between $201 and $300   
  4 between $301 and $400  
  5 between $501 and $1,000  
  6 more than $1,000   
  8 I DON’T KNOW 
  9 REFUSED TO ANSWER 
 
    10 a. What percentage of your income do you usually send back home?   
 
    1 ______% 
        
 11. Are you:  
 
  1 Married?  
  If so, is your spouse in the U.S.? ______ 
 
  2 Single?  
  3 Separated?  
  4 Widowed? 
 
12. Who do you live with?  
  1. Roommates 
  If so, how many?  
  2. Spouse alone 
  3. Spouse and children 
  4. Relatives 
  5. Live-in partner 
 
13. Are you involved in any organizations?   
  1. Once or twice a year 
  2.  Once every 2 or 3 months 
  3. Two or three times a month 
  4. Once a week or more 
 
  If so- what type of organization_____________ 
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 14. In the last 6 months, which, if any, of the following problems have you 
encountered? Check all that apply.  
 
      1 Unemployment  
    2 Very little work 
            3 Financial problems  
    4 Health problems 
    5 Sadness 
    6 problems with the police 
    7 Problems with immigration (“la migra”) 
    8 Racism or discrimination (for being Latino). 
    9 Lack of health services 
10 Lack of money  
 
The following questions will ask you about how you feel. Please answer “yes” or 
“no” for each item.  
 
During the past few weeks, did you ever feel? 
 
Yes No 15. Particularly excited or interested in something? 
 
Yes No 16. So restless that you couldn’t sit long in a chair? 
 
Yes      No 17. Proud because someone complimented you on something you   
had done? 
 
Yes No 18. Very lonely or remote from other people? 
 
Yes No 19. Pleased about having accomplished something? 
 
Yes No 20. Bored? 
 
Yes No 21. On top of the world?  
 
Yes No 22. Depressed or very unhappy? 
 
Yes No 23. That things were going your way? 
 
Yes No 24. Upset because someone criticized you? 
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Below is a list of problems people sometimes have. Listen to each one carefully 
and let me know which one describes HOW MUCH THAT PROBLEM HAS 
DISTRESSED OR BOTHERED YOU DURING THE PAST 7 DAYS 
INCLUDING TODAY. If you change your mind, let me know and I will change 
your answer.  
 
All items are scored on a scale from 0-4: 0=not at all, 1=a little bit, 2=moderately, 
3=quite a bit, 4=extremely. BSI-18 items (25-42) 
 
 
The following questions will ask you about your alcohol use.  
 
43. How often do you have a drink containing alcohol? 
 
Never Monthly or Less   Two or four times a month   Two or three times per week   Four or 
more times a week 
 
 
44.  How many drinks containing alcohol do you have on a typical day when you are drinking? 
 
1 or 2   3 or 4   5 or 6   7 to 9   10 or more 
 
45. How often do you have six or more drinks on one occasion? 
 
Never  Less than monthly   Monthly   Two of three times per week    Four or more times a 
week 
 
46. How often during the last year have failed to do what was normally expected from you 
because of drinking? 
 
Never   Less than monthly   Monthly    Two to three times per week    Four or more times a 
week 
 
47.  How often during the last year have needed a first drink in the morning to get yourself 
going after a heavy drinking session? 
 
Never   Less than monthly   Monthly   Two to three times per week    Four or more times a 
week 
 
48. How often during the last year have you needed a first drink in the morning to get yourself 
going after a heavy drinking session? 
 
Never   Less than monthly   Monthly    Two to three times a week    Four or more times a week 
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49. How often during the last year have had a feeling of guilt or remorse after drinking? 
 
 Never   Less than monthly   Monthly    Two to three times a week    Four or more times a week 
 
 
50. How often during the last year have you been unable to remember what happened the night 
before because you had been drinking? 
 
Never   Less than monthly   Monthly    Two to three times a week    Four or more times a week 
 
 
51. Have you or someone else been injured as a result of your drinking? 
No Yes, but not in the last year Yes, during the last year 
 
52. Has a relative or friend or a doctor or other health worker, been concerned about your 
drinking or suggested that you cut down? 
 
No Yes, but not in the last year Yes, during the last year 
 
The following questions will be asking about religion 
 
53. How religious are you? 
    Not at all     Some/ a little bit     moderate/pretty much       very much/a great deal  
 
 
54. How much influence does religion have on your life? 
    Not at all     Some/ a little bit     moderate/pretty much       very much/a great deal 
 
55. How often do you attend church? 
Never      Once or           Once every      Once in a month    Two or three     once a week  
                twice a year     2 or 3 months                                times a month     or more 
 
The following questions will ask you about your experiences living in the U.S..  
 
 
1= Not Stressful 
2= Somewhat stressful 
3= Moderately stressful 
4= Stressful 
5= Extremely stressful 
 
56. Many people have stereotypes about my culture or ethnic group and treat 
me as if they are true. 
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60. In looking for a job, I sometimes feel that my ethnicity is a limitation.  
61. I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes about or put down people of 
my ethnic background.  
62. Because of my ethnic background, I feel that others often exclude me from 
participating in their activities.  
 
 
The following questions will ask about your relationships with other people. 
 
 63.  How often do you feel like you are lacking company?  
 
  1 Never 
  2 Sometime 
  3 Most of the time 
  4 Always 
 
  5 I don’t know 
  6 Chose not to answer 
 
 64. How frequently do you feel alone? 
 
  1 Never 
  2 Sometime 
  3 Most of the time 
  4 Always 
 
  5 I don’t know 
  6 Chose not to answer 
 
 
 65. How frequently do you feel excluded? 
 
  1 Never 
  2 Sometime 
  3 Most of the time 
  4 Always 
 
  5 I don’t know 
  6 Chose not to answer 
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 66. Do you feel like you can have company whenever you feel like? 
 
  1 Definitely yes 
  2 Somewhat yes 
  3 Somewhat no 
  4 Definitely no 
 
  5 I don’t know 
  6 Chose not to respond 
 
 67. Do you feel like there are people who understand you? 
  1 Definitely yes 
  2 Somewhat yes 
  3 Somewhat no 
  4 Definitely no 
 
  5 I don’t know 
  6 Chose not to respond 
 
 68. Do you feel like you have people who you can count on? 
 
  1 Definitely yes 
  2 Somewhat yes 
  3 Somewhat no 
  4 Definitely no 
 
  5 I don’t know 
  6 Chose not to respond 
 
The following questions will ask you about your decision to move to the U.S.  
 
69. Did you contribute to the decision to move to the U.S. ? 
 
1= not at all 
2= some/a little bit 
3= moderate/pretty much 
4= very much/a great deal 
 
70.  Did you agree with the decision to move to the U.S. ? 
  
1= strongly disagreed 
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2=disagreed 
3=agreed 
4=strongly agreed 
 
The following questions will ask you about your decision to work as a day 
laborer. 
 
71. Did you contribute to the decision to live as a day laborer? 
 
1- not at all 
2- some 
3- moderate 
4- very much 
 
 
72. How much did you agree with the decision to live as a day laborer? 
 
1-   strongly disagreed 
2-   disagreed 
3-   agreed 
4-   strongly agreed 
 
The following questions will ask about your work as a day laborer. Please 
respond by stating yes or no.   
 
73. Have you ever been not paid by an employer for work that you have done?  
 
74. Has an employer ever threatened you physically or verbally? 
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APPENDIX 2: QUANTITATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE: SPANISH 
 
Hola mi nombre es Nalini Negi y yo soy una estudiante en la Universidad de 
Texas en Austin. Estoy investigando los factores que conducen el bien estar de 
jornaleros Latinos. 
 
Si usted participa en esta investigacion, la entrevista le va tomar 15-20 minutos 
para completar.  Le pagarémos una cantidad de $10 en una targeta para 
completarlo. Toda la información que colectamos es confidencial y no hay que 
darnos ningun dato personal. Nadie afuera del grupo va saber que usted 
participo en esta investigación. La entrevista consiste de preguntas 
demograficas y de preguntas acerca su bien estar.  
  
Usted esta libre de no responder a cualquiera pregunta si usted se siente 
incomodo. Si usted no quiere responder una pregunta, por favor me dice. Usted 
no tiene que responder todas las preguntas y también usted puede terminar su 
participación en cualquier momento sin problema. 
   
Le gustaría participar?  Usted se considera un(a) trabajador(a) inmigrante 
Latino(a)?  ¿Tiene una 15-20 minutos libre? 
 
 
 1. ¿Que edad tienes? ___ ___  
 
 2. ¿Dónde naciste? 
 
  1 Mexico  (¿Cuál 
estado?):________________________________________ 
  2 Centro America (¿Cual 
país?):____________________________________ 
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  3 Estados Unidos 
(¿Donde?):______________________________________ 
  4 Otro Pais  
(¿Cual?):____________________________________________ 
 
 3. ¿Cuantas veces has venido a los Estados Unidos para trabajar? 
 
  ___ ___ 
  
 4. En total, ¿cuánto tiempo tienes trabajando como inmigrante en los Estados 
Unidos? 
 
  ___ ___    AZos  
  ___ ___    Meses  
 
  
 5. Por lo general, ¿Qué idioma lees y hablas?  ¿Dirías que sólamente espaZol, 
más espaZol que inglés, ambos por igual, más inglés que espaZol o 
sólamente inglés? 
 
  1 Sólamente     2EspaZol más   3Ambos     4Inglés más       5Sólamente  
    espaZol que inglés    por igual     que espaZol        inglés 
 
 6. Por lo general, ¿Qué idioma habla en su casa? 
  1 Sólamente     2EspaZol más   3Ambos     4Inglés más       5Sólamente  
    espaZol que inglés    por igual     que espaZol        inglés 
 
   
 7. Por lo general, ¿En qué idioma piensa? 
 
  1 Sólamente     2EspaZol más   3Ambos     4Inglés más       5Sólamente  
    espaZol que inglés    por igual     que espaZol        inglés 
 
 
 8. Por lo general, ¿Qué idioma habla con sus amigos? 
 
  1 Sólamente     2EspaZol más   3Ambos     4Inglés más       5Sólamente  
    espaZol que inglés    por igual     que espaZol        inglés 
 
 
 9. ¿Cuántos aZos completó en la escuela? 
 
 149 
  ___ ___ AZos  
 
 10. Por favor dígame ¿dentro de qué categoría caen tus ingresos personales 
semanalmente? 
 
  DOLARES 
  1 menos de $100 dólares  
  2 entre $101 y $200 dólares 
  3 entre $201 y $300 dólares  
  4 entre $301 y $400 dólares  
  5 entre $501 y $1,000 dólares  
  6 más de $1,000 dólares  
  8 NO SABE 
  9 SE REHUSA A CONTESTAR (RC) 
 
 11.  ¿Que porcentage de tu ingreso usualmente mándas a tu familia o a otros en 
tu pais?  
 
    1 ______% 
        
 12. ¿Estás: 
 
  1 casado(a)  
Su esposa vive en la E.U.?  
  2 soltero(a)? 
  3 separado(a) o divorciado(a)? 
  4 viudo(a)? 
 
13. Usted vive con quien? 
  1. compañeros de cuarto 
Si es así, cuantos? ______ 
  2. Solo con su esposa 
  3. Esposa y hijos 
  4. Familiares 
  5. Su pareja 
 
14. Esta involucrado en algunas organizaciones? 
Si es, de que tipo________ 
1. Una o dos veces a ano 
2. Una o dos veces a mes 
3. Dos o tres veces a mes 
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4. una ves a semana o mas 
 
 
 
15. En los ultimos 6 meses, cuales de los siguientes problemas has encontrado?  
Marcar cuantas desée. (Leelos si el participante no puede leer) 
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     1 Desempleo   
    2 Muy poco trabajo 
            3      Incapacidad física  
    4 Problemas de salud 
    5 Tristeza/depresión 
    6 Problemas con la policía 
    7 Problemas con la migra (servicio de inmigración y naturalización) 
    8 Racismo/discriminación (contra ti como Latino). 
    9 Falta de servicos de salud 
  10      Falta de dinero 
 
Las siguientes preguntas son sobre como te has sentindo. Conteste si o no.  
 
Como se sentia hace pocas semanas? 
 
16. Particularmente interesado en algo? 
17. Esta tan inquieto que no puede estar entado en un lugar mucho tiempo? 
18. esta orgulloso porque lo felicitaron por hacer hecho un buen trabajo? 
19. muy solitario y preferias estar solo? 
20. Contento por haber cumplido algo   
21. aburrido? 
22. Muy feliz 
23. deprimido o muy infeliz 
24. las cosas van como quiero 
25. molesto por los criticas de alguien 
     
Abajo hay una lista de problemas que la gente tiene algunas veces: escucha 
cuidadosamente cada problema y por favor me diga si alguna problema te ha 
molestado en los ultimos siete dias, incluyendo este dia. Si usted cambia su 
respuesta, por favor me lo dice para que yo pueda cambiar su respuesta. 
BSI-18 Items (26-43) 
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Las siguientes preguntas son acerca de su uso de alcohol.  
 
44. ¿Con qué frecuencia consume alguna bebida alcohólica?  
(0) Nunca (Pase a las preguntas 9-10) 
(1) Una o menos veces al mes 
(2) De 2 a 4 veces al mes 
(3) De 2 a 3 veces a la semana 
(4) 4 o más veces a la semana 
 
45. ¿Cuantas consumiciones de bebidas alcohólicas suele realizar en un día de 
consumo normal? 
(0) 1 o 2 
(1) 3 o 4 
(2) 5 o 6 
(3) 7, 8, o 9 
(4) 10 o más 
 
46. ¿Con qué frecuencia toma 6 o mas bebidas alcohólicas en un solo dia? 
(0) Nunca 
(1) Menos de una vez al mes 
(2) Mensualmente 
(3) Semanalmente 
(4) A diario o casi a diario 
 
Pase a las preguntas 9 y 10 sí la suma total de las preguntas 2 y 3 = 0 
 
47. ¿Con qué frecuencia en el curso del ultimo año ha sido incapaz de parar de 
beber 
una vez había empezado? 
(0) Nunca 
(1) Menos de una vez al mes 
(2) Mensualmente 
(3) Semanalmente 
(4) A diario o casi a diario 
 
48. ¿Con qué frecuencia en el curso del último año no pudo hacer lo que se 
esperaba de usted porque había bebido? 
(0) Nunca 
(1) Menos de una vez al mes 
(2) Mensualmente 
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(3) Semanalmente 
(4) A diario o casi a diario 
 
49. ¿Con qué frecuencia en el curso del último año ha necesitado beber en ayunas 
para 
recuperarse después de haber bebido mucho el día anterior? 
(0) Nunca 
(1) Menos de una vez al mes 
(2) Mensualmente 
(3) Semanalmente 
(4) A diario o casi a diario 
 
50. ¿Con qué frecuencia en el curso del último año ha tenido remordimientos o 
sentimientos de culpa después de haber bebido? 
(0) Nunca 
(1) Menos de una vez al mes 
(2) Mensualmente 
(3) Semanalmente 
(4) A diario o casi a diario 
 
51. ¿Con qué frecuencia en el curso del último año no ha podido recordar lo que 
sucedió la noche anterior porque había estado bebiendo? 
(0) Nunca 
(1) Menos de una vez al mes 
(2) Mensualmente 
(3) Semanalmente 
(4) A diario o casi a diario 
 
52. ¿Usted o alguna otra persona ha resultado herido porque usted había bebido?  
 
(0) No 
(2) Sí, pero no en el curso del ultimo año 
(4) Sí, el último año 
 
53. ¿Algún familiar, amigo, médico o profesional sanitario ha mostrado 
preocupación por su consumo de bebidas alcohólicas o le han sugerido que deje 
de beber? 
(0) No 
(2) Sí, pero no en el curso del ultimo año 
(4) Sí, el último año. 
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Las siguientes preguntas son sobre religión:  
 
54. Es usted religioso? 
1 Nada   2 un poco  3 moderadamente  4 bastante/profundo 
 
55. Cuanta importancia tiene religión tiene en su vida? 
1 Nada  2 un poco  3 moderadamente  4 bastante/profundo 
 
56. Con que frecuencia va a la iglesia? 
0 Nunca     1 una o dos   2  una vez cada   3 una vez en el mes   4 dos o tres veces a  5una ves en la    
           veces al año   2 o 3 meses                                            mes                      semana o mas 
 
 
Las siguientes preguntas son sobre su experiencia durante su estadía en los E.U.A.  
1- Sin estrés 
2- Poco estrés 
3- Moderadamente 
4- Con estrés 
5- Con mucho estrés 
 
 
57. Muchas personas estereotipan mi cultura o grupo etnico, y me tratan como que ellos 
estan en lo correcto 
58. Cuando busco trabajo me siento limitado por mi etnia 
59. Me siento incomodo cuando se burlan de personas de mi misma etnia 
60. Por mi etnia, la gente me excluye de participo en sus actividades 
 
 
Las siguientes preguntas son acerca de cómo te sientes en relación a otras 
personas. 
 
 61. ¿Con qué frecuencia sientes que te faltas compaZía?  ¿Dirías: 
 
  1 Nunca 
  2 Algunas veces 
  3 La mayoría de las veces 
  4 Siempre 
 
  5 No sabe 
  6 No quiso contestar 
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 62. ¿Con qué frecuencia te sientes solo?  ¿Dirías: 
 
  1 Nunca 
  2 Algunas veces 
  3 La mayoría de las veces 
  4 Siempre 
 
  5 No sabe 
  6 No quiso contestar 
 
 63. ¿Con qué frecuencia te sientes excluido? (no te tomen en cuenta)  ¿Dirías: 
 
  1 Nunca 
  2 Algunas veces 
  3 La mayoría de las veces 
  4 Siempre 
 
  5 No sabe 
  6 No quiso contestar 
 
 64. ¿Sientes que puedes encontrar compaZia cuando la deseas?  ¿Dirías: 
 
  1 Definitivamente sí 
  2 Más o menos sí 
  3 Más o menos no 
  4 Definitivamente no 
 
  5 No sabe 
  6 No quiso contestar 
 
 65. ¿Sientes que hay personas que realmente te comprenden?  ¿Dirías: 
 
  1 Definitivamente sí 
  2 Más o menos sí 
  3 Más o menos no 
  4 Definitivamente no 
 
  5 No sabe 
  6 No quiso contestar 
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 66. ¿Sientes que hay personas con quien puedes contar? (te ayuden)  ¿Dirías: 
 
  1 Definitivamente sí 
  2 Más o menos sí 
  3 Más o menos no 
  4 Definitivamente no 
 
  5 No sabe 
  6 No quiso contestar 
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Siguiente pregunta sobre sus decisión de moverse a USA. 
 
67. Que contribución tenia Ud. al decidir venir a USA? (cuantas gana tenias para 
venir a los EU).  
  1 Nada 
  2 Un pocito 
  3 modernamente 
  4 mucho/bastantemente  
 
68. Estaba de acuerdo en su decisión de moverse a USA? 
  1 Bastantemente en desacuerdo 
  2 desacuerdo 
  3 De acuerdo 
  4 Bastantemente de acuerdo 
 
Siguientes preguntas sobre su decisión sobre su decisión para trabajar como 
jornalero 
  
69. Que influencia tenia Ud. a decidir para vivir como jornalero? 
  1 Nada 
  2 Un pocito 
  3 modernamente 
  4 mucho/bastantemente  
 
70. Cuanto esta usted de acuerdo en la decisión de vivir como jornalero? 
  1 Bastantemente en desacuerdo 
  2 desacuerdo 
  3 De acuerdo 
  4 Bastantemente de acuerdo 
 
Las siguientes preguntas son sobre su trabajo. Por favor conteste si o no.  
 
71. Alguna vez su jefe/empleador no ha pagado su trabajo? 
 
72. Alguna vez su jefe o empleador lo han amenazado físicamente o verbalmente? 
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